
57316 Federal Register / Vol. 45, No. 168 / W ednesday, August 27 ,1 9 8 0  / N otices

1980 MOOEL YEAR LIGHT-DUTY DIESEL VEHICLES

MANUFACTURER
EXHAUST EMISSION FAMILIES 

(CUBIC INCH DISPLACEMENT)
c a r l in e s  covered ENGINE

T
R EQUI V

■C ER T IFIC A TIO N  LEVELS-------------
EXHAUST EMISSION EVAPOR. 

(GRAMS/MILE) EMISSIONS 
___________________________________ L&BAMSi—

DISP.& A TEST OXIDES
VEHICLE CARLINE -CARS N WEIGHT AXLE HYDRO- CARBON OF HYDRO-

6D (CONT.)

(EXHAUST DETERIORATION FACTORS FOR -  F I  / / / / / FAMILY 60 1.000 1.217 1.000

09J9Z
(3 4 8 )

CIO P/U 2WD CIO P/U 2wD F I /NON/ / / /NON 3 4 8 -F I L -3 5000 3 .4 2 0 .7 1 2.1 2.1 N/A
C CIO P/U 2WD CIO P/U 2WD F I /NON/ / / /NON 3 4 8 -F I L -3 5000 3 .4 2 n .9 5 2.2 2.0 N/A

C IS P/U 2WD 
C C IS P/U 2W0

CIO P/U 2wD F I /NON/ / / /NON 3 4 8 -F I L -3 5000 2 .7 6 0 .v 7 2.2 2.1 N/A

(EXHAUST DETERIORATION FACTORS FOR -  F I /NON/ / / / FAMILY 09J9Z t 1 .1 S 6 1 .0 9 7 1 .0 6 0 N/A

ENGINE .FAMlLTLIESUtSttlCLES

SD-33T
(1 9 8 )

SCOUT I I  2WD C TRAVELER 4WD F I /EGR/ / A /NON 1 9 8 -F I  C -4 4750 3 .7 3 0 .3 9 1.6 1 .4 N/A
SCOUT I I  4WD 
TRAVELER 2W0 
TRAVELER 4WO 
TERRA P/U 4WD

C TRAVELER 4W0 F I /EGR/ / / /NON 1 9 8 -F I  M-4 4750 3 .7 3 0 .4 5 2.2 1.6 N/A

C SCOUT I I  2WD
C SCOUT I I  4WD
C TRAVELER 2WD
c TRAVELER 4WD
c. TERRA P/U 4WD

(EXHAUST DETERIORATION FACTORS FOR -  F I /EGR/ / / / FAMILY SO-33T : l .o o o 1.000 1.000 N/A

VOLKSMAGEtl.r-E&rlLlEa-EtBliEiEQi.
EüfilüE-EÀMlLÏ-IEüI-iiEtilCLES

( 90 ).
C P/U 2WD 

P/U 2WD
C P/U 2WD F I / / / / /NON 9 0 - F I  M-A 2 3 7 5  3 .9 0 0 .3 ? 1.0 1.2 N/A

(EXHAUST DETERIORATION FACTORS FOR -  F I / / / / / fa m il y  dp t 1 .0 0 0 1 .1 0 8 1 .0 5 8 N/A

[FR Doc. 80-25974 Filed 8-26-79; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 6560-01-C



Wednesday 
August 27, 1980

Part III

Department of the 
Interior
Bureau of Land Managment

Areas of Critical Environmental Concern; 
Policy and Procedures Guidelines



573 1 8 Federal R egister / Vol. 45, No. 168 / W ednesday, August 2 7 ,1 9 8 0  / N otices

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR

Bureau of Land Management

Areas of Critical Environmental 
Concern; Policy and Procedures 
Guidelines
AGENCY: Bureau of Land Management, 
Interior.
A CTIO N: Final guidelines.

s u m m a r y : The Bureau of Land 
Management is issuing final guidelines 
for the implementation of provisions of 
the Federal Land Policy and 
Management Act of 1976 with regard to 
areas òf critical environmental concern 
with the public lands administered by 
the Bureau of Land Management. The 
general policies and procedures 
contained in these guidelines will be 
incorporated into regulations and also 
will be combined with more specific 
policy and operational procedures as a 
part of a Bureau of Land Management 
manual. The final guidelines accompany 
this notice as Attachment A.
EFFECTIVE DATE: August 27,1980. 
ADDRESS: Director (430), Bureau of Land 
Management, U.S. Department of the 
Interior, 18th and C Streets NW., 
Washington, D.C. 20240.
FOR FURTHER INFO RM ATION CONTACT: 
Brucò R. Brown (202) 343-6064 at the 
above address, or other Bureau of Land 
Management (BLM) office locations 
listed iwAttachment B to this notice. 
SUPPLEMENTARY INFO RM ATIO N: The 
principal authors of these final 
guidelines are Bruce R. Brown and 
William J. Duddleson of the BLM 
Washington Office.

1. Purpose and O bjectives. The v 
purpose and objectives of these areas of 
critical environmental concern (ACEC) 
guidelines are to inform BLM field 
managers and the public alike of the 
policy and direction for the 
identification, designation, and 
management of areas within the public 
lands where special management 
attention is required to (a) protect 
important historic, cultural and scenic 
values, fish and wildlife resources and 
other natural systems and processes, 
and (b) protect human life and property 
from natural hazards.

2. Authority. The authority for this 
process is the Federal Land Policy and 
Management Act of 1976 (FLPMA)— (43 
U.S.C. 1701 et seq.).

3. R elationship to Planning. The 
identification and designation of 
ACEC’s will be done through the land- 
use planning process authorized by 
FLPMA, expressed in land-use plans 
called Resource Management Plans 
(RMP’s). RMP’s are developed for

geographic areas called Resource Areas, 
the Bureau’s smallest planning area. 
Regulations for operation of this 
planning process were published in the 
Federal Register of August 7,1979 (44 FR 
46386-46401) as final rulemaking. These 
planning regulations contain general 
provisions regarding the ACEC process. 
Inquiries about the planning regulations 
may be directed to Robert A. Jones, 
Chief, Division of Planning, Inventory 
and Environmental Coordination, BLM 
(202), U.S. Department of the Interior, 
Washington, D.C. 20240; telephone (202) 
343-5682.

4. R esponse to Public Comment. These 
final guidelines are designed to be 
responsive to public comments received 
on proposed guidelines for ACEC’s 
published in the Federal Register of June 
6,1979, and BLM experience in field 
testing ACEC concepts. The comment 
period on the proposed guidelines ended 
on September 5,1979. Comments were 
received from 117 reviewers: 20 from 
private individuals; 33 from 
developmental use-oriented interest 
groups such as oil and gas, mining, 
livestock, and forest product industries, 
and utility companies; 24 from 
conservation use-oriented interest 
groups; 4 from colleges and universities; 
11 from State or local governments; 18 
from BLM offices; and 7 from Federal 
agencies other than BLM. The following 
is a discussion of the major issues and 
concerns addressed in those comments.

a. G eneral Comments or Those 
R elating to M ore Than One Section.

(1) Concerns that ACEC Designation 
Under FLPMA M ight D uplicate Other 
Existing D esignations Under Other 
Laws. Some reviewers felt that the 
ACEC guidelines are not necessary 
because the kinds of values or 
environmental resources that are 
relevant to the ACEC process mandated 
by FLPMA are adequately protected by 
other laws such as the Endangered 
Species Act, Antiquities Act, or Clean 
Water and Air Acts, or that an ACEC 
designation would duplicate existing 
BLM or Department of the Interior 
designations, such as Outstanding 
Natural Areas or Research Natural 
Areas, or designations of other agencies 
such as National Natural Landmarks.

The Bureau is required by FLPMA to 
identify, designate, and protect ACEC’s 
on land it administers. Therefore, it is 
imperative that the BLM adopt 
procedures to implement the ACEC 
mandates of FLPMA. In the past, BLM or 
the Department of the Interior have 
designated special management areas 
under general authority to protect 
natural environment areas having 
cultural or scientific values, and to 
prevent excessive soil erosion and

destruction of plant life and wildlife 
habitat. Some of these previously 
designated areas—those that contain 
important natural or cultural 
resources—shall be considered for 
ACEC designation and if so designated 
will be managed under the specific 
authority of FLPMA. Some other existing 
types of designations are recognition- 
oriented only. That is, they recognize 
certain types of important 
environmental resources but do not 
provide (as the ACEC process does) a 
commitment to provide special 
management to protect the important 
resources or natural hazards on a 
continuing basis. Therefore, the final 
guidelines have been revised (Sec. VII., 
Relationships) to clarify this issue.

(2) The ACEC P rocess Is P erceived  by  
Som e as Totally Presevation-O riented. 
Some concern was expressed that 
resources and values other than those 
specified in the ACEC provisions of 
FLPMA were improperly and unfairly 
considered in the draft guidelines. Some 
reviewers interpreted the ACEC process 
as being a “lock-up” program that will 
prevent many types of desired uses, 
particularly commodity production.

As part of FLPMA’s legislative 
history, Senate Report 94-585 said 
“unlike wilderness area * * * (ACEC’s) 
are not necessarily areas in which no 
development can occur.” Therefore, as 
the ACEC guidelines reflect, a range of 
multiple-use activities, including 
specified kinds and degrees of 
development and commodity 
production, may take place within a 
particular ACEC, provided that the 
important environmental resources 
involved, or human property or lives, are 
not damaged or endangered.

(3) Regulations “vs" Guidelines. Some 
reviewers said BLM is required to issue 
regulations, rather than guidelines, on 
the ACEC process. Although the ACEC 
process is covered in the attached 
guidelines, general ACEC policy and 
procedures are contained in the 
Bureau’s resource management planning 
regulations (43 CFR Part 1600) issued on 
August 7,1979. These planning 
regulations will be amended to include 
more detail on the ACEC process as 
described in these final ACEC 
guidelines. Also, the ACEC process will 
be incorporated in future regulations 
regarding special areas management.

(4) Editing. Editorial adjustments have 
been made throughout the guidelines in 
response to comments that certain 
sections needed clarification, were 
superfluous, or that some material is no 
longer relevant.

b. Comments R elating to S pecific 
Sections.
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(1) Sec. II.—Definitions. Some 
reviewers requested a number of 
changes, ranging from the addition of 
many new definitions to the deletion of 
several terms. As a result, the 
definitions section was carefully 
reexamined and a number of changes 
were made. Definitions were added for:

“Potential ACEC”—This term was 
necessary in order to give significance 
to an important environmental resource 
or natural hazard that has been found to 
meet the identification criteria and is 
pending an ACEC designation decision. 
A District Manager may initiate 
temporary special management 
measures for a potential ACEC.

“Protect”—Because the term is used 
throughout the guidelines, a definition is 
included.

“Management Framework Plan”— 
Because the term is used throughout the 
guidelines, a definition is included.

“Definitions were deleted for:
“Historic Value or Resource”—This 

term is included within the definition for 
“Cultural Value or Resource.”

Definitions were modified for:
“Fish and Wildlife Resource”— 

Changes were made for clarification.
“Withdrawal!’—This definition was 

modified to conform to the definition 
currently proposed as a revision of the 
Bureau’s regulations on Land 
Withdrawals and Revocations (43 CFR 
2300).

(2) Sec. III.— Identification Criteria.
In response to comments, two

proposed identification criteria, 
“criticalness” and “protectability,” have 
been deleted. Some factors that 
previously were proposed for 
determining criticalness (i.e., the degree 
to which a resource is fragile, sensitive, 
rare, irreplaceable, endangered, or 
threatened} are now included among 
factors of the criteria, “importance.” 
“Protectability” has been eliminated as 
an identification criteria because we 
feel that the importance of an 
environmental resource is to be 
determined solely by the inherent 
qualities of the resource itself, and that 
the identification phase is not the proper 
step in the ACEC process to consider 
protectability.

(3) Sec. IV.— Designation 
Considerations. Several reviewers 
expressed concern it appeared BLM was 
attempting to designate non-BLM lands 
as ACEC’s. To clarify this, additional 
text has been added to the sections on 
Designation Factors and the 
identification Phase (V. A.).

(4) Sec. V. A .— Identification Phase.
(a) In response to several comments,

this section has been amended to clarify 
the fact that any member of the public 
may at any time nominate

environmental resources or natural 
hazards for consideration for ACEC 
identification.

(b) Another step that has been added 
for clarification is that of “Identification 
Finding” (Sec. V. A. 4). This is the step 
when the District Manager makes a 
finding that the area in which an 
“identified environmental resource or 
natural hazard” is located becomes a 
“potential ACEC” (i.e., a finding that the 
identification criteria are met). This new 
material makes it clear that the District 
Manager may apply temporary special 
management actions designed to assure 
that those qualities that make the 
resource important are not damaged or 
otherwise subjected to adverse change 
pending an ACEC designation decision. 
Such temporary management is 
discussed in Section V. B.

(5) Sec. V. C.— Designation Phase 
(Sec. V  B. in the proposed guidelines).

(a) Several reviewers suggested that 
the Bureau does not have the discretion 
to decide whether or not a potential 
ACEC should be designated. These 
reviewers said that FLPMA requires the 
BLM to identify ACEC/Type values, 
resources, and hazards, and, if they 
meet the identification criteria, they 
must be designated and managed within 
an ACEC. These reviewers interpreted 
FLPMA to mean that alternative uses for 
an area with identified ACEC values 
should not even be considered—that 
ACEC designation automatically is in 
the best public interest in every 
instance.

We feel the Act specifically separates 
the identification and designation of 
ACEC’s. The identification phase is 
developed from Sec. 201(a) of the Act 
that requires the identification of ACEC- 
type values, resources, or hazards 
during the inventory of the public lands. 
“Identification” is a finding by a BLM 
District Manager that a particular area 
contains environmental resources or 
natural hazards that meet the criteria of 
relevance and importance and this 
makes the area eligible for subsequent 
consideration for designation as an 
ACEC. Identification is a matter for 
professional evaluation, and will be 
made on the basis of the values or 
qualities of the resource or hazard itself, 
without consideration of alternative 
potential uses.

The designation phase is developed 
from Sec. 202(c) of the Act, which 
requires that priority be given to the 
designation of ACEC’s during the 
development and revision of land-use 
plans. “Designation” of an ACEC is a 
management decision that is made after 
weighing the public interest to be served 
by (1) ACEC designation and by (2) 
potential alternative uses for the

resource or combination of resources 
involved.

Further, these two phases of the 
ACEC process—identification and 
designation—are distinctly separable 
because the Act (Sec. 201(a)) also says 
that "identification of such areas 
[potential ACEC’s] shall not, of itself, 
change or prevent change of the 
management or use of public lands.” 
Thus, there may be “potential 
ACEC’s”—where an important ACEC- 
type resource has been identified—that 
will not be protected through ACEC 
designation.

(b) Some reviewers’ comments 
indicated a misunderstanding of how 
the ACEC process functions as part of 
the resource management planning 
process. This is understandable because 
the final planning regulations (which 
considered the ACEC process in more 
detail than the draft planning 
regulations) were not published until a 
month after the proposed ACEC 
guidelines were published. The final 
ACEC guidelines have been revised to 
include a section, “Designation 
Consideration through the Planning 
Process” (Sec. V. C. 1.). This revision 
and the fact that the ACEC process is 
now included in the planning regulations 
should clarify this concern.

(c) Some reviewers expressed concern 
that District Managers should not have 
the responsibility to designate ACEC’s. 
The Bureau’s policy regarding approval 
of an ACEC designation, which is the 
same for any discretionary decision 
involved in an RMP, is that before the 
District Manager approves an RMP, or 
other land-use plan (or revision of such 
plans), the State Director must concur in 
advance of that approval. That is, ACEC 
designation decisions will not become 
final until after the State Director 
concurs with the District Manager’s 
proposed decision. Further, in cases 
where the State Director considers that 
a resource in a proposed ACEC may be 
of multi-State, national or international 
significance, the State Director will 
advise the BLM Director, who may make 
a finding as to significance and also may 
concur in the proposed designation 
decision. New language has been added 
to provide that the Secretary of the 
Interior, also may concur in proposed 
ACEC designation decisions that would 
involve or affect environmental 
resources of more-than-State 
significance.

(d) As part of the designation phase, 
some reviewers suggested that the 
ACEC process include a benefit/cost 
analysis complete with a mineral 
survey. After careful consideration, we 
determined that a separate benefit/cost 
analysis is not appropriate for ACEC
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designation decisions. As part of the 
RMP process, District Managers 
consider alternative resource uses both 
during the preparation of the plan and 
as part of an associated environmental 
impact statement (EIS) or specific 
environmental analysis (EA). Mineral 
data is considered as part of both of 
these processes.

While we recognize that the changes 
made in these final ACEC guidelines 
will not meet all of the concerns raised 
by all of those who reviewed the 
proposed guidelines, we believe that the 
final guidelines constitute a good start in 
carrying out a potentially significant 
mandate of the Federal Land Policy and 
Management Act.

We urge all persons who are 
interested in the future of public-lands 
resources to continue to take part in 
developing and implementing this 
promising special management 
process—as the forthcoming ACEC 
amendments to the BLM resource 
management planning regulations are 
proposed for public review, as BLM 
Manual material on the ACEC process is 
developed, and as ACEC identification 
and designation decisions begin to be 
proposed by our District Managers in 
the field.

Dated: August 18,1980.
Frank Gregg,
Director, Bureau o f Land Management

Attachment A.—Areas of Critical 
Environmental Concern (ACEC’s) Final 
Guidelines
U.S. Department of the Interior, Bureau 
of Land Management
Areas of Critical Environmental Concern 
Final Guidelines
I. Summary
A. Purposes and O bjectives
B. Authority and Mandate

1. Definition
2. Identification Priority and Effect
3. Designation Priority and Process
4. Special Management Priority

C. Basic Concepts
1. Protective Management Policies Apply to 

All Public Lands
2. ACEC’s. Are Special Places Within the 

Public Lands
3. The ACEC Process Is Part of Multiple- 

Use Management
4. Development May Occur in Some 

ACEC’s
5. Each ACEC’s Special Management 

Requirements Are Site-Specific
6. The ACEC Process Is Part of the 

Planning Process
7. Identification and Designation Are 

Separate Steps
8. An ACEC Designation Constitutes a  

Management Commitment
9. ACEC Designation May Complement 

Other Forms of Management

10. Public-Interest Determinations Are 
Required for ACEC Designation and 
Revision

11. Opportunity for Public Involvement Is 
Provided at Each Step

II. Definitions

III. Identification Criteria
A. A Professional Evaluation
B. Applying the Criteria

1. Relevance
2. Importance

C. Special Significance Information
D. Illustrative Examples

1. Cultural Value or Resource
2. Scenic Value or Resource
3. Fish or Wildlife Resource
4. Natural System or Process
5. Natural Hazard

IV. Designation Considerations
A. A  Management D ecision
B. Designation Factors

1. Relevant Law
a. Factors Specified in FLPMA
b. Factors in Other Federal Law
2. Statements of Executive Policy
3. Policies of Other Governmental Entities
4. Expressions of Public Concern

V. Process
A. Identification Phase

1. Information Collection
2. Analysis and Evaluation
3. Review of the Analysis and Evaluation
4. Identification Finding

B. Temporary Management
C. Designation Phase

1. Designation Consideration Through the 
Planning Process

a. When an Approved Management Plan 
Exists

b. When No Approved Management Plan 
Exists

2. Consideration of Alternatives
3. Preparation for Designation Decision 
a. ACEC Plan Element
(1) Name
(2) Management Objectives
(3) Description V
(4) Special Management Requirements
(5) Public Comment
4. Designation
a. Special Provisions for Resources of 

More-than-State Significance
b. Public Notice
c. Decision Not to Designate

D. Management Phase
1. Management Responsibilities
2. Reporting Responsibilities

E. Programming
F. Revision o f a Designation
G. Public Involvement

1. Public Participation Guidance
2. Administrative Review

VI. R esponsibilities
A. D istrict Managers
B. State Directors
C. Director
D. Coordination
VII. Relationships
A. E ffect o f A CEC Designation
B. Relationship to Other A llocation

Designations
C. Relationship to Recognition Designations

D. Withdrawals
E. Integration With Other Management

Actions

Final Guidelines—Areas of Critical 
Environmental Concern

/. Summary

A. Purposes and Objectives. These 
guidelines set forth general policy and 
procedures for identifying, designating 
and giving special management 
attention to Areas of Critical 
Environmental Concern within the 
public lands administered by the 
Secretary of the Interior thrdugh the 
Bureau of Land Management (BLM). The 
purpose of this document is to provide 
general guidance and direction to BLM 
personnel and information to the public 
to enable all interested persons to 
participate effectively in this aspect of 
managing the public lands. The 
information contained in these 
guidelines will be incorporated into 
regulations dealing with the 
identification, designation, and 
protection of special management areas 
and into the BLM Manual section 
dealing with detailed procedural 
guidance for special management areas.

The objectives of the process covered 
by these guidelines are to identify, 
designate and manage areas within the 
public lands where special management 
attention is required to protect (a) 
important historic, cultural, and scenic 
values, fish and wildlife resources and 
other natural systems and processes, 
and (b) human life and property from 
natural hazards.

B. Authority and Mandate. The 
Federal Land Policy and Management 
Act of 1976 (the A ct or FLPMA) 
contains the following key provisions 
regarding Areas of Critical 
Environmental Concern:

1. Definition. An "Area of Critical 
Environmental Concern" (ACEC) is an 
area "within the public lands where 
special management attention is 
required (when such areas are 
developed or used, or where no 
development is required) to protect and 
prevent irreparable damage to important 
historic, cultural, or scenic values, fish 
and wildlife resources or other natural 
systems or processes, or to protect life 
and safety from natural hazards” (Sec. 
103(a));

2. Identification Priority and Effect. 
Identification of potential ACEC’s shall 
be given “priority" in the “inventory of 
all public lands and their resource and 
other values," and identification "shall 
not, of itself, change or prevent change 
of the management or use of public 
lands" (Sec. 201(a));
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3. Designation Priority and Process. 
The designation of ACEC’s shall be 
given “priority” in "the development 
and revision of land use plans” (Sec. 
202(c)(3)), and

4. Special Management Priority. The 
protection of ACEC’s shall be given 
“priority” (Sec. 202(c)(3)) in applying the 
required special management attention.

C. Basic Concepts. 1. Protective 
Management Policies Apply to A ll 
Public Lands. In FLPMA Congress 
declared a basic policy directing 
“management, protection, development, 
and enhancement of all the public 
lands” to protect certain environmental 
values. The Act also says:

—That the public lands shall “be 
managed in a manner that will protect 
the quality of scientific, scenic, 
historical, ecological, environmental, air 
and atmospheric, water resource, and 
archeological values: that, where 
appropriate, will preserve and protect 
certain public lands in their natural 
condition, that will provide food and 
habitat for fish and wildlife and 
domestic animals; and that will provide 
for outdoor recreation and human 
occupancy and use” (Sec. 102(a)(8));

—That “in managing the public lands, 
“BLM” shall, by regulations or 
otherwise, take any action necessary to 
prevent unnecessary or undue 
degradation of the lands” (Sec. 302(b));

—That managment shall be under 
principles of multiple use and sustained 
yield (Secs. 102(a)(7), 202(c)(1), and 
302(a)), and environmental values are 
incorporated in the Act’s definition of 
multiple use (Sec. 103(c)).

—Thus, Congress has established an 
overall policy framework, within a 
context of multiple use, sustained yield 
and protection of environmental quality, 
for management of all of the public 
lands.

2. A CE C’s Are Special Places Within 
the Public Lands. In addition to 
establishing in law such basic protective 
management policies that apply to all 
the public lands, Congress has said that 
“management of national resource lands 
[public lands] is to include “giving 
special attention to the protection of 
ACEC’s, for the purpose of ensuring 
“that the most environmentally 
important and fragile lands will be given 
* * * early attention and protection” 
(Senate Report 94-583, on FLPMA).
Thus, the ACEC process is to be used to 
provide whatever special management 
is required to protect those 
environmental resources that are most 
important, i.e., those resources that 
make certain specific areas special 
places, endowed by nature or man with 
characteristics that set them apart. In 
addition, the ACEC process is to be used

to protect human life and property form 
natural hazards.

3. The A CE C Process Is Part o f 
M ultiple-Use Management. The ACEC 
identification, designation and 
management process is an integral part 
of BLM’s on-the-ground multiple-use 
planning and management processes. 
Through the ACEC process, BLM has a 
mandate to both:

(a) provide special management 
attention that will protect important 
environmental resources, and protect 
human life and property from important 
natural hazards, and

(b) do this without unnecessarily or 
unreasonably restricting users of these 
lands from uses that are compatible 
with that protection.

4. Development M ay Occur in Some 
A C E C ’s. As the Senate Committee 
Report on FLPMA (Senate Report 94- 
583) said, “Unlike wilderness areas * * * 
(ACEC’s) are not necessarily areas in 
which no development can occur. Quite 
often, limited development, when wisely 
planned and properly managed, can 
take place in these areas without unduly 
risking life or safey or permanent 
damage to historic, cultural or scenic 
values or natural systems or processes.” 
Thus, a particular ACEC designation 
may provide for a range of multiple-use 
activities, including specified kinds and 
degrees of development and commodity- 
production activities, provided that the 
important environmental resources 
within that afea, or human property or 
lives, are not damaged or endangered.

5. Each A C E C ’s Special Management 
Requirements Are Site-Specific. The 
special management requirements for 
each ACEC will be designated' 
individually to fit the resources or 
hazards within each particular 
geographic area involved. Since it is 
unlikely that the resources or hazards 
within any two ACEC’s will be identical, 
it is unlikely that all the specifics of the 
special management requirements of 
any ACEC’s will be identical. Each 
ACEC is, in effect, to be handcrafted 
area by area, and an individual special 
management prescription designated to
(a) protect the particular important 
environmental resources that have been 
identified within the area, or (b) to 
protect people and property from the 
particular hazards die area contains. 
Thus, the users and activities which may 
take place within any particular ACEC 
will be those that are compatible with 
an supportive of the particular resources 
which that ACEC is being designated to 
protect, or those that are consistent with 
providing protection from a particular 
natural hazard.

0. The A CEC Process Is Part o f the 
Planning Process. Identification of

potential ACEC’s and designation of 
ACEC’s will be done through BLM’s on- 
the-ground planning process, in accord 
with BLM’s procedures for preparing, 
approving, and revising Resource 
Management Plans. This planning 
process incorporates environmental 
analysis pursuant to the National 
Environmental Policy Act. An ACEC is 
designated through approval by a BLM 
District Manager of a Resource 
Management Plan, or of an amendment 
to such a plan, for a Resource Area— 
BLM’s basic geographic planning and 
management unit. This designation 
decision is made after review an 
concurrence by the BLM State Director. 
Where a proposed ACEC contains an 
environmental resource of multi-state, 
national, or international significance, 
concurrence by the BLM Director and, in 
some cases by the Secretary, also may 
be required.

7. Identification and Designation Are 
Separate Steps. The identification step 
in the ACEC process precedes and is 
separate from the designation step. The 
Act makes a distinction between (a) the 
identification of an important 
environmental resources or natural 
hazard, and (b) the protection of that 
resource, or of life or safety, through 
designation of its location as and ACEC. 
As the Act says, ACEC identification 
“shall not, of itself, change or prevent 
change of the management or use of 
public lands” (Sec. 201 (a)). Thus, there 
may be locations where an 
environmental resource or natural 
hazard has ben identified as a potential 
ACEC that, nevertheless, will not be 
protected through ACEC designation.

“Identification” of an environmental 
resource or natural hazard—i.e., a 
finding that criteria of relevance and 
importance are met—makes the place 
where such a resource or hazard is 
located a potential ACEC and eligible 
for subsequent consideration for 
designation as an ACEC. Identification 
is a matter for professional evaluation, 
and will be made on the basis o f the 
values or qualities of the resource or 
characteristics of the hazard itself, 
without consideration of alternative 
potential uses.

“Designation” of an area as an ACEC 
is a management decision that will be 
made after weighing the public interest 
to be served by ACEC designation and 
potential alternative uses for the 
resource or combination of resources 
involved. This decision shall be made 
after consideration of all applicable 
factors, including factors specified in 
law and executive policy, policies of 
other governmental entities, and 
expressions of public concern.
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The decision whether an important 
environmental resource, in whole or in 
part, is to be protected through ACEC 
designation, protected through another 
means, or not protected, will be made 
after careful consideration of 
anticipated effects of alternative 
potential uses, in accord with the 
principle of multiple-use management as 
defined in FLPMA, and all other 
relevant law and policy. The decision 
shall provide for that use or combination 
of uses which best serves the public 
interest.

8. An A CEC Designation Constitutes a 
Management Commitment. Upon 
designation of an ACEC, its special 
management requirements will control 
BLM’s management program for the area 
and no activity incompatible or 
inconsistent with those requirements 
shall be allowed or undertaken by BLM. 
In FLPMA the Congress mandated not 
only the identification and designation, 
but also die protection, of ACEC’s. Thus, 
die ACEC process is more than a 
recognition program; it is a process for
(1) determining what special 
management attention certain important 
environmental resources or hazards 
require, and then for (2) making a • 
commitment that this special 
management will continue to be 
provided on a priority basis in accord 
with Sec. 202(c)(3) of the Act. In addition 
to protecting important environmental 
resources from damage or loss, 
whenever feasible the purposes of this 
special management attention are to 
affirmatively enhance such resources.

An ACEC’s special management 
requirements may include two kinds of 
measures: (1) those which BLM has 
authority to adopt, carry out, and 
enforce, and (2) those that are a basis 
for a request or recommendation to 
others for action because BLM ddes not 
have all of the necessary authority. 
Insofar as an ACEC’s special 
management requirements are within 
BLM’s authority to adopt, carry out, and 
enforce, and ACEC designation 
constitutes a Bureau commitment that 
those requirements will be strictly 
adhered to. Where an ACEC’s special 
management requirements call for or 
recommend an action beyond BLM’s 
direct authority to adopt or implement, 
an ACEC designation constitutes a 
commitment that BLM will do 
everything within its authority and 
means to secure the adoption of the 
measure and its implementation. An 
example of such a measure could be a 
cooperative agreement with a State 
wildlife agency, or withdrawal of an 
area of the public lands from certain 
specified activities, such as mining

activity under the General Mining Law 
of 1872. An ACEC designation is not a 
withdrawal; under FLPMA, withdrawal 
authority is retained by the Secretary of 
the Interior and has not been delegated.

9. A CEC Designations May 
Complement Other Forms o f 
Management. ACEC and other special 
management area designations are not 
necessarily mutually exclusive. An 
ACEC may overlay another form of 
designation, in whole or in part, so as to 
complement the management provided 
through the other form—for example, a 
unit of the National System of Wild and 
Scenic Rivers, within the public lands.

10. Public-Interest Determinations Are 
Required for A C E C  Designation and 
Revision. Designation of ACEC’s and 
any revisions of designations are made 
on the basis of a determination as to 
which of the alternative possible uses 
for the important environmental 
resources involved will best serve the 
public interest. These designation 
decisions are made through adoption or 
amendment of a Resource Management 
Plan (RMP), in an open process that 
includes environmental analysis and 
opportunity for public review. Once 
made, an ACEC designation decision 
cannot be changed except by revision 
through a subsequent public-interest 
determination that is made through the 
same open process.

No action that is inconsistent with the 
terms of an ACEC designation or that 
would adversely impact an ACEC- 
protected resource will be permitted 
unless the District Manager finds, 
through the plan amendment process, 
that the public benefits of such an action 
outweigh the public benefits of 
continuing the ACEC protection, and 
that there is no feasible alternative to 
the proposed inconsistent action. In any 
such case, the BLM State Director would 
have to concur prior to the approval of 
such a plan amendment. In addition, 
where ah environmental resource of 
multi-State, national, or international 
significance is involved, the BLM 
Director, and in some cases the 
Secretary, also would have to concur 
before such an amendment could be 
approved.

11. Opportunity for Public 
Involvement Is Provided at Each Step. 
Opportunity for public participation at 
each phase of the ACEC process will be 
provided by BLM officials, pursuant to 
all relevant law and executive policy, 
including provisions of FLPMA and thé 
National Environmental Policy Act, the 
Department of thè Interior’s policy on 
public participatioin in decisionmaking, 
and BLM’s resource managment 
planning regulations.

II. Definitions
Area o f Critical Environmental 

Concern (ACEC): An area "within the 
public lands where special management 
attention is required (when such areas 
are developed or used, or where no 
development is required) to protect and 
prevent irreparable damage to important 
historic, cultural, or scenic values, fish 
and wildlife resources or other natural 
systems or processes, or to protect life 
and safety from natural hazards” 
(FLPMA Sec. 103(a));

Cultural Value or Resources. 
Nonrenewable evidence of human 
endeavor, such as found in places, 
structures, objects, trails or other forms 
of evidence. Such a resource may 
include (1) physical remains or natural 
features important in or representative 
of human activity; (2) areas where 
important or representative human 
events occurred even though tangible 
remains may be absent, or (3) areas of 
socio-cultural concern, including those 
of traditional significance to American 
Indians, Aleuts, Eskimos, or other 
groups. Cultural values or resources may 
include either prehistoric or historic 
values or resources from the earliest 
evidences of humankind to the present 
day. (Illustrative example, UIJD.l, -  
below.)

Designation. The decision by a BLM 
District Manager as part of a resource 
management planning process, made 
through approval of a Resource 
Managment Plan, a Management 
Framework Plan, or of an amendment to 
such plans, that describes and adopts 
the special management attention 
required within a particular ACEC.

Environmental Resource. One of more 
of the kinds of resources eligible for 
special managment through ACEC 
designation—i.e., a fish or wildlife 
resource, or other natural system or 
process, or a historic, cultural, or scenic 
value or resource. As used here, the 
term, “environmental resource,” refers 
collectively to one or more than one of 
these kinds of resources, systems, 
processes, or values.

Fish and W ildlife Resource. One of 
more species or population of animals 
including eggs or progency, whether 
raised in captivity or not, that normally 
is found in a wild state, together with 
the elements of its habitat needed to 
normally and naturally maintain a 
healthy life and perpetuate its 
population. (Illustrative example,
III. D.3., below.)

H istoric Value or Resource. [See 
definition of Cultural Value or Resource, 
above.)

Important. (See definition in 
Identification Criteria, III.B.2., below.)
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Life and Safety. “Life” means the life 
of any human. “Safety” refers to the 
protection of human life or the 
protection of property, and means 
reasonable freedom from significant 
threat, risk or danger of serious injury, 
ort>f significant damage to or loss of 
property^

Management Framework Plan (MFP). 
The Bureau’s basic planning decision 
document (land-use plan) prior to the 
adoption of a Resource Management 
Plan. An approved MFP will guide 
management actions until superseded 
by an approved RMP. (Refer to 
definition of Resource Management 
Plan.)

M ultiple Use. The management of the 
public lands and their various resource 
values so that they are utilized in the 
combination that will best meet the 
present and future needs of the 
American people; making the most 
judicious use of the land for some or all 
of these resources or related services, 
and the use of some land for less than 
all of the resources; a combination of 
balanced and diverse resource uses that 
takes into account the long-term needs 
of future generations for renewable and 
nonrenewable resources, including, but 
not limited to, recreation, range, timber, 
minerals, watershed, wildlife and fish, 
and natural scenic, scientific, and 
historical values; and harmonious and 
coordinated management of the various 
resources without permanent 
impairment of the productivity of the 
land and the quality of the environment, 
with consideration being given to the 
relative values of the resources and not 
necessarily to the combination of uses 
that will give the greatest economic 
return or the greatest unit output.

Natural Hazard. A  natural 
characteristic of land or water resources 
or areas that (1) constitutes conditions 
significantly dangerous, or potentially 
significantly dangerous, to human life, or 
property, or that (2) would be 
significantly dangerous to life or the 
safety of property if development or 
other activity were permitted. Such a 
hazard may be either existing or 
considered likely to occur in the future. 
(Illustrative example, III.D.5, below.)

Natural System or Process. Living or 
nonliving parts of the natural 
environment, considered either as 
discrete individual elements or as group 
or classes of such individual elements, 
and the behaviors, actions, and 
interactions of such elements or changes 
to them. The central features of such a 
system or process may, for example, be 
communities of living plants, and vital 
components of their habitat, or such 
non-living structures as geologicial 
formations, which exemplify a natural

processor system. (Illustrative example,
III.D.4, below.)

Potential ACEC. An area within 
which a relevant and important 
environmental resource or natural 
hazard has been identified is a 
“potential ACEC” until a decision is 
made to designate or not to designate 
the area an ACEC.

Priority. A preferential rating or 
ranking, or prior attention in terms of 
time and precedence, for allocation of 
services or resources in limited supply.

Protect To defend or guard against 
damage or loss to the important 
environmental resources of a potential 
or designated ACEC. This includes both 
damage that can be restored over time 
and that which is irreparable. With 
regard to a natural hazard, protect 
means to prevent the loss of life or 
injury to people, or loss or damage to 
property.

Public Lands. “Any land and interest 
in land owned by the United States 
within the several States and 
administered by the Secretary of the 
Interior through the Bureau of Land 
Management * * * except—(a) lands 
located on the Outer Continential Shelf; 
and (b) lands held for the benefit of 
Indians, Aleuts, and Eskimos” (FLPMA, 
Sec. 103 (e)).

Public Participation. “Public” means 
affected or interested individuals, 
including representatives of 
organizations and interest groups, and 
officals of local, State, Federal, and 
Indian tribal governments. 
“Participation” means systematic 
opportunity for members of the public to 
know about the express opinions on 
possible BLM actions and policies, and 
to know that their views are considered 
in shaping decisions and become part of 
the record of the decisionmaking 
process. “Public participation” also 
means “public involvement,” as defined 
in FLPMA, Sec. 103(d): opportunity for 
participation by affected citizens in 
rulemaking, decisionmaking, and 
planning with respect to the public 
lands, including public meetings or 
hearings held near affected lands, or 
advisory mechanisms, or other 
procedures as may be necessary to 
provide public comment in a particular 
instance.

Relevant. (See definition of 
“relevance” in Identification Criteria,
III.B.l, below.)

Resource Area. A geographic portion 
of a BLM District, and, in most 
instances, the administrative unit for 
which Resource Management Plans are 
prepared and maintained.

Resource Management Plan (RMP). 
The basic decision document of BLM’s 
resource management planning process,

used to establish allocation and 
coordination among uses for the various 
resources within a Resource Area. 
Identification of potential ACEC’s is 
normally done through this planning 
process, and ACEC designation is done 
through approval (adoption) of such a 
plan or plan amendment. An RMP is a 
“land-use plan” prescribed by Sec. 202 
of the Act. RMP regulations were 
published in the Federal Register on 
August 7,1979 (44 FR 46386-46401). 
(Refer to definition of Management 
Framework Plan.)

Scenic Value or Resource. A scenic 
resource consists of land, water, 
vegetation, wildlife, structures, or other 
visually perceivable aspects of a 
landscape, vista, or scene—natural, 
created by human activity, or both. The 
value of a scenic resource includes its 
scenic quality, scarcity, and degree to 
which people have interest in, or 
concern about, visual changes to i t  
(Illustrative example, IQ.D.2, below.)

Secretary. The Secretary of the 
Interior.

Special Management Attention. 
Actions or other measures considered 
necessary or appropriate to protect, 
enhance, or restore an important 
environmental resource within an 
ACEC, or to protect human life or 
property from an important natural 
hazard within an ACEC.

Withdrawal. The witholding, subject 
to valid existing rights, of an area of 
Federal land from settlement, sale, 
location, or entry under some or all of 
the general land laws, including the 
mining laws, for the purpose of limiting 
activities under those laws in order to 
maintain other public values in the area 
or to reserve the area for a particular 
public purpose or program.

III. Identification Criteria
A. A  Professional Evaluation. Two 

identification criteria derived from the 
Act will be applied in identifying an 
environmental resource or a natural 
hazard to determine whether the area in 
which it is located is a potential ACEC. 
Both of the criteria—Relevance and 
Importance—must be met in every case. 
An identification determination is a 
professional evaluation based on the 
inherent or intrinsic qualities of 
resources or hazards, either singly or in 
combination, without consideration of 
alternative possible uses for the 
resource or resources.

B. Applying the Criteria. 1. Relevance. 
An environmental resource or natural 
hazard can be found to be “relevant” if 
it is one of the kinds of resources, 
values, systems, processes, or hazards 
included in the Act’s definition of an 
ACEC.
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2. Importance. An environmental 
resource can be found to be "important” 
if it has qualities that give it (a) special 
worth, consequence, meaning, 
distinctiveness or cause for concern 
especially when compared to any like or 
similar resources, and, generally, (b) 
more-than-local significance. Qualities 
or circumstances that make such a 
resource fragile, sensitive, rare, 
irreplaceable, endangered, threatened, 
or vulnerable to adverse change may be 
among the causes for concern. A natural 
hazard can be found to be "important” if 
it is a significant threat, either existing 
or potential, to human life or property.

Evidence of importance may be found, 
for example, in the judgment of persons 
qualified by knowledge, training, or 
experience to assess these qualities.

In addition, evidence of more-than- 
local significance may be found, for 
example, in expressions by more than 
one local government, a State 
government, or citizen’s interest groups, 
or a substantial number of persons 
residing beyond the locality in which the 
resource is located.. Although the 
requirement of more-than-local 
significance is the general rule, there 
may be exceptional cases where 
evidence of a resource’s importance 
must rely largely or exclusively on the 
judgment of a local government or local 
community—because, for example, there 
may be no like or similar entities 
elsewhere with which that particular 
resource may be compared. A District 
Manager may find that there is 
compelling reason that a resource of 
only local concern is "important” for 
ACEC purposes. With respect to natural 
hazards, reported hazards data from 
national systems for disaster 
preparedness, geologic hazards reported 
by the U.S. Geological Survey, or 
standards for water-related hazards as 
established by the U.S. Water Resources 
Council, may provide evidence of 
importance.

C. Special Significance Information.
In applying the criteria specified above 
(III.B), information developed by 
international, Federal or State programs 
may be useful evidence of importance. 
For example, information about historic, 
cultural, or scenic values or “natural 
system or process” resources may be 
available through such sources as the 
Federal Committee on Ecological 
Reserves; the National Heritage 
Program, administered by the Heritage 
Conservation and Recreation Service 
(HCRS); the National Register of 
Historic Places, and registers of natural 
and historic landmarks, also 
administered by HCRS; and the 
UNESCO Man and the Biosphere

Program,coordinated in the U.S. through 
the Department of State. State 
government historic or natural heritage 
programs, universities, and other 
research, education, and public interest 
organizations may also provide useful 
information for ACEC purposes. Data 
obtained by BLM through such State, 
national, international, or other such 
programs should be given special 
consideration in the ACEC process.

Some of these organizations have 
programs to identify scientifically 
significant examples of the diversity of 
natural ecosystem types; sites 
illustrating genetic, biotic, or geological 
diversity, or outstanding examples of 
major types of natural systems or 
natural processes. If an area is proposed 
for ACEC designation that is considered 
an appropriate addition to such a 
recognized program, evidence of 
qualification for the program should be 
included in the documentation. Where 
an official or generally recognized 
classification system exists for the type 
of environmental resource involved, 
how the resource fits the classification 
system should be described.

D. Illustrative Examples. Examples of 
some of the characteristics or qualities 
of the kinds of environmental resources 
or natural hazards that conceivably 
could meet these criteria are noted 
below for illustrative purposes only.

1. Cultural Value or Resource: Could 
be an archeologically significant area of 
prehistoric Indian habitation that is 
vulnerable to loss or damage because of 
easy accessibility; or physical evidence 
of an historically significant event or 
period in American history.

2. Scenic Value or Resource: Could be 
an area that combines outstanding 
scenic quality, relative scarcity, and/or 
high visual sensitivity that requires 
special attention if protection of these 
qualities is to be assured.

3. Fish or Wildlife Resource: Could 
include an important or critical habitat 
for a species that is endangered, 
threatened, sensitive, or of special 
importance; an important area of 
historic range suitable for réintroduction 
of £uch a species, or an area necessary 
for reproduction, rearing, or seasonal 
use in order to maintain a viable 
population level o f ,such a species.

4. Natural System or Process: Could 
be a significant natural system or 
process that is being subjected to 
decisive adverse change or alteration, or 
that without special management 
attention is susceptible to decisive 
change in its natural condition or 
functioning. Also could include a key 
component essential to the life cycle or 
survival of such a living natural system 
or process; an important habitat for a

plant species or community, particularly 
one that is endangered, threatened, 
sensitive, or of special importance; or an 
important occurrence of a rare or relict 
resource, or a nonliving geological 
feature, palentological phenomena or 
land form that exemplifies a natural 
system or process.

5. Natural Hazard: Kinds of hazards 
that conceivably could be appropriate 
for ACEC designation include significant 
avalanche areas, areas subject to 
periodic dangerous flooding, areas with 
unstable soil mantles such as steep 
slopes vulnerable to landslides, seismic 
zones, dangerous cliffs or other unsafe 
areas, particularly where human 
visitation is likely. Some types of 
hazards, such as abandoned mine 
shafts, are not relevant for ACEC 
identification because they are 
manmade rather than natural. However, 
a hazard caused initially or triggered by 
human action may be considered 
“natural” for ACEC purposes if it 
subsequently has become part of a 
natural process and significantly 
endangers human life, health or 
property.

IV. Designation Considerations
After one (or more) environmental 

resource or natural hazard has been 
found to meet the identification criteria 
(IB, above), the decision whether to 
designate the area in which it is located 
an ACEC will be made through the RMP 
process.

A. A Management Decision. BLM 
officials have the management 
responsibility to decide whether or not 
to protect an environmental resource, or 
to provide protection from a natural 
hazard, through ACEC designation and 
the resultant special management 
attention. This decision process involves 
weighing the relative public interest in 
any benefits and adverse effects that 
would result from ACEC designation, 
and in any benefits and adverse effects 
that would result from non-designation. 
The designation decision shall be based 
on consideration of all applicable 
factors, including those outlined below.

B .Designation Factors. 1. Relevant 
Law. Some of these factors are set forth 
in law, including:

a. Factors Specified in FLPMA.
(1) The primary designation factor is 

the mandate of the Act that BLM “shall 
* * * give priority to the designation 
and protection of areas of critical 
environmental concern” (Sec. 202(c)(3)). 
Other factors set forth in FLPMA include 
consideration of both "present and 
potential uses of the public lands”; 
consideration of “the relative scarcity of 
the values involved ancLthe availability 
of alternative means (including
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recycling) and sites for realization of 
those values”; weighing of "long-term 
benefits to the public against short-term 
benefits,” and providing "for compliance 
with applicable pollution control laws, 
including State and Federal standards or 
implementation plans” (Sec. 202(c)).

In addition, the Senate Report on 
FLPMA (Senate Report 94-583) noted 
that the Act’s ACEC provisions respond, 
in part, to three recommendations of the 
Public Land Law Review Commission: 
Create and preserve a natural area 
system on the public lands for scientific 
and educational purposes; identify and 
protect areas of national significance on 
the public lands; and classify lands for 
environmental quality enhancement and 
maintenance.

Therefore, areas with high value or 
potential for expanding scientific 
knowledge or for education, particularly 
those with existing baseline data or 
special instrumentation or plans for 
research, or where special management 
is needed to assure continuity and 
integrity in long-term research programs, 
should be considered for ACEC 
designation.

(2) Another basic policy established in 
FI^MA is that the public lands shall be 
managed by observing the principle of 
multiple use unless otherwise specified 
by law (Secs. 102(a)(7), 202(c)(1), and 
302(a)). Thus, the multiple-use principle 
is to be used in making ACEC 
designation decisions. To the extent that 
any otherwise appropriate use may take 
place within an ACEC without damaging 
or endangering an environmental 
resource that is the reason for ACEC 
designation, or without endangering life 
or property, such a use may be 
permitted as long as that use is 
consistent with die special management 
requirements of the ACEC.

b. Factors in Other Federal Law.
Other Federal law that may be 
applicable to a particular ACEC 
decision may include such statutes as 
the National Environmetnal Policy Act 
of 1969, Antiquities Act, Archeological 
Resources Protection Act of 1979, Taylor 
Grazing Act, Federal Water Pollution 
Control Act, Clean Water Act, National 
Historic Preservation Act, Clean Air 
Act, Mining and Minerals Policy Act, 
Endangered Species Act, Sikes Act, 
General Mining Law of 1872, Public 
Rangelands Improvement Act of 1978, 
and Surface Mining Control and 
Reclamation Act.

2. Statements o f Federal Executive 
Policy. Executive direction and guidance 
may be expressed in Presidential 
statements and executive orders, 
Secretarial policy statements and 
orders, and BLM directives. Relevant 
executive orders may include, for

example, E .0 .11514 (1970), concerning 
protection and enhancement of 
environmental quality; E .0 .11593 (1971), 
concerning protection and enhancement 
of cultural and historic resources on 
Federal land; E .0 .11644 (1972) as 
amended by E .0 .11989 (1977), 
concerning management of off-road 
vehicles on public lands; E.Ò. 11988 
(1977), concerning flood plain 
management; E .0 .11990 (1977), 
concerning wetlands protection, and the 
President’s 1979 Environmental 
Message. Policy guidance from the 
Secretary, BLM Director and State 
Directors will be provided from time to 
time for District Managers and others 
preparing Resource Management Plans 
(see Sec. 1601.1 (b) and (c) of BLM’8 
planning regulations).

3. Policies o f Other Governmental 
Entities. ACEC designation decisions 
will take into account officially adopted 
resource-related policies, plans, and 
programs of State and local 
governments, Indian tribal governments 
and other Federal agencies, in accord 
with Sec. 202(c)(9) of the Act and Sec. 
1601.4 of ELM’S planning regulations, as 
well as uses of nearby private lands.

Where public lands administered by 
BLM are adjacent to or intermingled 
with lands administered by other 
Federal agencies or with non-Federal 
lands, such as inholdings of private or 
State lands, ACEC designation decisions 
will, as elsewhere, be coordinated with 
land planning and management 
activities of other governmental entities 
and landholders who would be affected. 
In such cases, cooperative agreements 
should be sought in order to secure 
mutual objectives consistent with the 
purposes of the ACEC designation. In 
any case, an ACEC will not include non- 
BLM inholdings or other non-BLM lands 
or interests.

4. Expressions o f Public Concern. The 
views of members of the public, 
including residents of nearby 
communities, landholders, and users of 
the public lands, also will be key 
considerations in making designation 
decisions.

V. Process
The process to be used in making 

ACEC identification, designation, and 
management decisions is BLM’s 
planning process for preparing and 
approving Resource Management Plans 
(RMP’s). (The BLM planning regulations, 
at Sec, 1601.5, provide details of this 
planning process.) Identification of 
potential ACEC’s will be given priority 
in the inventory of all public lands and 
their resources, and designation and 
protection of ACEC’s will be given 
priority in the development and revision

of RMP’s (FLPMA, Secs. 201(a) and 
202(c)(3)).

A. Identification Phase. Criteria for 
identifying potential ACEC’s are 
discussed in Identification Criteria, III., 
above.

1. Information Collection, a. District 
managers will give priority attention to 
the identification of important 
environmental resources and natural 
hazards on BLM-administered land in 
the "identification of issues,” 
"development of planning criteria,” and 
"inventory data and information 
collection” phases of the resource 
management planning process. Sources 
of special significance information as 
discussed in m.C. would be extremely 
useful.

b. Members of the public, including 
representatives of State and local 
government, may at any time nominate 
an environmental resource or natural 
hazard to be considered for ACEC 
identification purposes. Any such 
nominations are most useful during the 
inventory and scoping steps of the 
planning process, and should be 
accompanied by maps and description, 
together with available evidence as to 
their relevance and importance. An 
environmental resource or natural 
hazard may be identified for ACEC 
purposes at other times as well.

c. Bureau employees may nominate an 
environmental resource or natural 
hazard at any time, such as in the course 
of BLM field activities, including on-the- 
ground project planning work. 
Information from other relevant sources, 
such as State or Federal natural 
heritage, cultural, historic, or scientific 
research and education programs, 
including both inventory and evaluation 
data, also will be considered for 
identification purposes.

d. Whenever an environmental 
resource or natural hazard has been 
nominated by the public or the Bureau, 
by any one of the above methods, such a 
resource or hazard will be analyzed, 
evaluated, and reviewed, as described 
in V.A.2 and 3 below, and a finding 
made as to whether its location is a 
"potential ACEC,” as described in V.A.4 
below. This determination should be 
made as soon as possible, but not later 
than six months, after such a resource or 
hazard is nominated.

2. Analysis and Evaluation. A 
nominated environmental resource or 
natural hazard will be analyzed and 
evaluated by members of the District 
Office staff, as to relevance and 
importance, taking into account both 
present use and condition, and trends. 
The application of the criteria will be a 
professional evaluation based on the 
qualities and characteristics of the
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resources or hazards themselves, in the 
context of public concern, without 
consideration of alternative uses of the 
resources.

3. Review o f the Analysis and 
Evaluation. The identificaton 
recommendation will be reviewed by 
other District Office professional staff 
on a systematic, interdisciplinary and 
multiple-resource basis to ensure that 
the envimomental resources and natural 
hazards being evaluated meet the 
identification criteria. Interdisciplinary 
aspects of this review will be in accord 
with BLM's planning regulations and 
NEPA Sec. 102(A), and Sec. 1502.6 of the 
Council on Environmental Quality’s 
(CEQ’s) regulations for implementing 
NEPA, so as to ensure integrated 
application of the natural sciences, 
social sciences, and environmental 
design arts. Where preparers or 
reviewers on the District Office staff do 
not represent all of the appropriate 
disciplines, assistance should be 
obtained from the State Office staff.

This review will include whether the 
proposed ACEC,boundary encompasses 
an appropriate unit, of adequate size 
and configuration to include not only its 
central features, but such surrounding 
and adjacent lands as may be 
appropriate to assure that the necessary 
special management attention can be 
provided in a secure setting. In any case, 
there is no size limitation for ACEC’s, 
either maximum or minimum.

Where more than one environmental 
resource or natural hazard is located in 
the same general location, consideration 
should be given to consolidating their 
review as one potential ACEC. While 
each environmental resource or natural 
hazard involved should be evaluated for 
ACEC identification purposes on an 
individual basis, the whole potential 
ACEC area should be included in the 
review, on an integrated and multiple- 
resource basis. In some situations a 
combination of different kinds of 
environmental resources may be 
present, and this circumstance and their 
interrelationships may add to the 
importance of a potential ACEC area as 
a whole.

4. Identification Finding. The District 
Manager will make the finding whether 
an environmental resource or natural 
hazard meets the identification criteria. 
If the identification criteria are met, the 
area in which the identified 
environmental resource or natural 
hazard is located becomes a potential 
ACEC. (This decision will be made as 
part of the “evaluation” and 
“management situation analysis” steps 
of the RMP planning process, Sec.
1601.5, planning regulations.) The 
District Manager then shall prepare

technically feasible protection 
objectives and recommended special 
management requirements, together 
with supporting reasons and 
documentation.

B. Temporary Management. When a 
District Manager finds that the location 
of an environmental resource or natural 
hazard is a potential ACEC (i.e., when 
the identification criteria have been 
met), the District Manager will take all 
feasible action to assure that those 
qualities that make the resource 
important are not damaged or otherwise 
subjected to adverse change pending an 
ACEC designation decision. With regard 
to a natural hazard found to meet the 
identification criteria, the District 
Manager will take all feasible action to 
assure the safety of life and property 
pending an ACEC designation.
Examples of some of the actions the 
District Manager can initiate include: 
cooperative aggreements, emergency 
withdrawals, temporary closures, 
supplemental rules, increased 
monitoring and surveillance, or 
implementing relevant laws or 
statements of policy. Where temporary 
management measures available to the 
District Manager are not adequate to 
fully protect a potential ACEC, the 
District Manager will promptly advise 
the State Director, who will take 
appropriate authorized action. The 
primary consideration will be to protect 
the integrity of a potential ACEC’s 
values until a designation decision is 
made.

C. Designation Phase.
1. Designation Consideration through 

the Planning Process. After a potential 
ACEC is identified, the following 
procedures will be used:

a. When an approved management 
plan exists:

(1) Where appropriate special 
management attention already is being 
provided in accord with an existing 
plan, thereby requiring no change in 
management, ACEC designation should 
be made by adding to the plan an ACEC 
element including appropriate special 
management requirements, thus 
providing the protection of Sec. 102(c)(3) 
of the Act without awaiting revision of 
the plan in its entirety;

(2) Where a change in management 
would be required to assure appropriate 
special management attention, the 
District Manager will consider the 
significance of the indicated changes 
and determine (a) whether the indicated 
change can be made in a timely manner 
according to the regular planning 
schedule; or (b) whether the plan should 
be amended more promptly without 
awaiting the regularly scheduled time 
for plan completion or revision. The

District Manager shall act accordingly 
and also provide special temporary 
management in accordance with V.B. 
above until the decision is made on the 
proposed plan or amendment.

(3) During the period of transition to 
the Bureau’s revised planning process, 
where an approved land-use plan 
exists—such as a Management 
Framwork Plan (MFP)—until such time 
as a Resource Area is placed under an 
approved Resource Management Plan 
(RMP), the area will continue to be 
managed under the existing land-use 
plan. Dining the transition period until 
approval of an RMP, an existing MFP 
may be amended to include an ACEC 
element in accord with these guidelines 
(and Sec. 1601.8 of the planning 
regulations).

b. When no approved management 
plan exists:

When the District Manager considers 
that prompt designation of a potential 
ACEC is appropriate without waiting for 
approval of the other elements of a plan, 
the District Manager will prepare and 
proposed approval an ACEC plan 
element (Sec. V.B.3), analyze the 
proposed action through an 
environmental analysis or 
environmental statement as necessary, 
provide opportunity for public- 
participation, and, with the State 
Director’s concurrence, make a 
designation decision in accordance with 
Sec. 1601.8(c) of the planning 
regulations. Special temporary 
management will be provided in 
accordance with Sec. V.B. of these 
guidelines until a decision to designate 
or not designate is made.

2. Consideration o f Alternatives. For 
all potential ACEC’s, alternatives to the 
proposed ACEC designation will be 
considered and evaluated through the 
alternative development and evaluation 
phases of the resource management 
planning process. Alternatives may 
include differeing ACEC special 
management requirements, differing 
configurations of possible ACEC 
boundaries, and no ACEC designation—
i.e., management under standard BLM 
procedures; protective management 
through another form of special area 
designation; or alternative uses for the 
resources involved. Effects of 
alternatives will be considered and a 
preferred alternative selected.

3. Preparation for Designation 
Decision. Following opportunity for 
public comment on the alternatives, the 
District Manager will review the record 
of public response, consider the other 
relevant factors, and propose a decision 
that will allocate the environmental 
resources involved to the use or 
combination of uses that best serves the
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public interest (in accord with 
Designation Considerations, IV., above). 
If the proposed decision is to designate 
an ACEC, a proposed ACEC element of 
a proposed plan or plan amendment will 
be prepared. When more than one 
ACEC proposal is included within an 
ACEC plan element, each proposal will 
be the subject of an individual part of 
the element. The District Manager will 
advise the State Director of his proposed 
decision. The State Director must concur 
with a District Manager’s proposed 
decision before a decision may be made 
by the District Manager (in accord with 
concurrence procedures, Secs. 1601.5-8 
and 1601.6-1, planning regulations).

a. ACEC Plan Element. An ACEC 
element of a plan will include or 
reference for each ACEC involved:

(1) Name: A proposed name for the 
ACEC, for public identification 
purposes. The name should indicate 
both a geographic location or central 
feature and the purpose of the ACEC,
e.g., Clearwater Creek Scenic Area, 
Rainbow Desert Tortoise Research 
Natural Area, or Dead Man Cliffs 
Hazardous Area. The Washington 
Office will prepare a discrete list of 
“purpose-related” title categories which 
will normally be used to avoid 
proliferation of title categories for like 
areas.

(2) Management Objectives: A 
statement of the specific management 
objectives for the particular ACEC.

(3) Description: A description of the 
environmental resources or natural 
hazards involved, including description 
of their interrelationships, together with 
assessment and evaluation of their 
relevance and importance, and other 
pertinent characteristics of the area and 
its setting.

(4) Special Management 
Requirements: A statement of the 
special management requirements for 
the ACEC. The purpose of the statement 
of special management requirements is 
to assure that the necessary protective 
management will be both prescribed 
and applied. It is recognized that the 
degree to which it is feasible for an 
area’s special management requirements 
to be fulfilled (i.e., fully specified, 
completed, adopted, or implemented) at 
the time of designation may vary from 
one ACEC to another—depending on 
such factors as the level of current 
knowledge and understanding of an 
area’s resources, degree of importance, 
need to designate without delay, and 
complexity of the management situation. 
Thus, some of the provisions of the 
special management requirements may 
be fulfilled at the time of designation by 
a description of the requirement, 
together with a schedule for

implementation. Where provisions are 
needed to guide on-the-ground 
management of the ACEC that cannot 
be fulfilled at the time of designation, 
they will be incorporated into a 
subsequent activity plan for the ACEC. 
Completion of an activity plan as 
needed for each ACEC is a priority item 
and should be completed within 6 
months of approval of the ACEC plan 
element.

The statement of special management 
requirements will include:

(A) A description of the special 
management attention to be applied, 
giving priority to prevention of 
irreparable damage and other protective 
requirements. Special management 
measures, including any necessary 
standards or critieria, will be designed 
to (1) provide effective protection 
against adverse change to the qualities 
that make the environmental resource or 
resources involved important, and 
wherever feasible to enhance these 
qualities or (2) provide protection from 
hazards.

Interrelationships among multiple 
resources should be taken into account 
in prescribing special management 
requirements for an ACEC as a whole. 
This will include, or include description 
of, any necessary rules, regulations, and 
plans for protection, in accord with Sec. 
102(a)(ll) of the Act. These measures 
will be described in sufficient detail to 
effectively inform BLM personnel, other 
governmental entities, and the public of 
the basic terms and conditions of future 
management and use of the area.

The special management requirements 
for each particular ACEC will be 
designed individually to fit the resources 
or hazards within each particular 
geographic area involved. Although 
affected by management objectives of 
adjacent lands, each ACEC’s special 
management requirements will be 
handcrafted independently. Adjacent 
land management practices may 
complement a particular ACEC’s 
management requirements, but those 
practices should not be relied on to 
fulfill an ACEC’s management 
requirements.

A distinction should be made between 
those measures that (1) can be adopted 
and carried out by BLM and (2) those 
that are a basis for a request or 
recommendation to others for action. 
This second category—for example, 
proposals for withdrawals, legislation, 
or cooperative agreements with other 
government agencies, landholders, or 
private organizations or intentions to 
nominate an ACEC to a Federal or State 
register or recognition program—depend 
in whole or in part on actions of others. 
In intermingled land owemship

situations, where resources or hazards 
within an ACEC on BLM lands are likely 
to be affected by uses of adjacent or ̂  
nearby non-BLM land, any necessary 
cooperative agreements, contracts or 
other arrangements with such land 
managers, landholders, or governmental 
entities, pursuant to Sec. 307 of the Act, 
will be included or described. Any such 
measures may be requested or 
completed prior to the time of 
designation. In any case, an ACEC will 
not include non-BLM inholdings or other 
such non-BLM lands or interests.

Where necessary in order to provide 
the required special management, and 
when it is in the public interest to do so, 
lands or interests in lands may be 
recommended for acquisition by 
purchase, exchange, or donation 
pursuant to Secs. 205, 206, and 318(d) of 
FLPMA or other applicable law.

(b) to the maximum extent possible, 
types of future uses, activities or 
management practices that are 
considered compatible with the 
purposes of the designation, and those 
considered incompatible, shall be 
described, together with a description of 
any existing incompatible uses within 
the area and a schedule for 
conformance.

(c) Maps and other supporting 
documentation or references. (Where 
general public knowledge of the precise 
location or recognizable features of a 
fragile resource could reasonably 
contributé'to its damage, rather than 
protection, only general location or 
characteristics should be shown on 
maps or described.)

(5) Public Comment. The ACEC 
element will include a summary of 
public participation and a record of 
public response.

4. Designation. After concurrence by 
the State Director, the District Manager 
will make the designation decision. If 
the decision is to designate, the 
designation shall be made through 
approval (i.e., adoption) of the RMP, 
MFP, or amendment in which the ACEC 
plan element is included: or the 
proposed ACEC plan element when no 
plan exists.

a. Special Provisions for Resources o f 
More-than-State Significance. When a 
State Director considers that an 
environmental resource within an area 
being proposed for ACEC designation 
may be of more-than-State, national, or 
international significance, he will so 
advise the BLM Director and provide 
rationale. If the BLM Director finds that 
such a resource is of national or 
international significance, the BLM 
Director may, after reviewing the 
proposed ACEC element, concur in the 
proposed designation decision. The BLM
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director may recommend and request 
the concurrence of the Secretary in the 
designation of a proposed ACEC 
involving a resource found to be of 
national or international significance. 
Subsequently, in the event revision of 
that ACEC element is proposed, or an 
action inconsistent with that ACEC’s 
special management requirements is 
proposed that could adversely impact a 
protected environmental resource within 
that ACEC, no such revision or action 
shall be undertaken or permitted by 
BLM except by concurrence of all 
officials who concurred in the 
designation.

b. Public Notice. Notice of each ACEC 
designation will be published in the 
Federal Register by the State Director, 
and a public announcement provided to 
other media.

c, Decision Not to Designate. If the 
decision is not to protect a potential 
ACEC through ACEC designation, that 
decision will be documented through the 
planning process and a public 
announcement made promptly. If the 
decision is to provide the necessary 
protection through another form of 
special management, the documentation 
and announcement will include specifics 
of that other form. If the decision is to 
allocate such an identified resource, in 
whole or in part, to another use which 
would result in damage or loss to such 
resource, the District Manager must first 
find that there is an overriding public 
need for such other use; that the public 

.benefits of such other use outweigh the 
public benefits of use appropriate with 
ACEC designation, and that such other 
use will best meet the present and future 
needs of the American people (FLPMA, 
Sec. 103(c)). In addition, any allocations 
to such other use will include all 
feasible planning and management to 
prevent, minimize, mitigate or restore 
any consequent damage to the resource, 
and these requirements will be specified 
in the documentation.

D. Management Phase.
1. Management Responsibilities. Upon 

designation of an area as an ACEC, the 
area’s special management requirements 
are in effect, as specified in the ACEC 
element of the plan, and all subsequent 
uses and activities within the area shall 
be in accord with those requirements.

In the event the District Manager 
considers that an activity should be 
undertaken, or permitted to be 
undertaken, because he considers it 
would be in the public interest despite 
its inconsistency with an ACEC’s 
special management requirements, he 
may propose that the ACEC element of 
the relevant plan be amended to permit 
such activity. In any such case, 
provisions of V. F. (Revision of a

Designation) of these guidelines and 
1601.6-3 (Changing the Resource 
Management Plan) of the BLM planning 
regulations, shall be followed.

All BLM planning and management 
activity concerned with lands outside of 
but affecting an ACEC shall be, insofar 
as feasible, supportive of and consistent 
with the objectives of the ACEC 
designation. Any threat to the integrity 
of an ACEC-Protected resource—  
whether originating within or outside of 
an ACEC’s boundary, or whether 
undertaken or proposed by a 
governmental agency or a private 
entity—shall be prevented or opposed 
by the District Manager and appropriate 
action taken promptly. Where the 
District Manager lacks authority to deal 
effectively with any such threat, the 
District Manager shall request action be 
taken by the State Director.

2. Reporting Responsibilities. On 
internal documents for accountability 
purposes each ACEC should be 
identified as a generic ACEC by name, 
e.g., Clearwater Creek Scenic Area 
(ACEC), State name, District name, 
Resource Area name and number. 
Information on the status of ACEC 
identification, designation, management 
and use, and on management problems 
encountered and suggestions for 
improvement of the ACEC process, will 
be reported by District Managers and 
State Directors to the Director (430), as 
one basis for preparing the annual 
report to Congress on implementation of 
FLPMA, required by S e a  311 of the Act.

E. Programming. Needs for 
identification of environmental 
resources or natural hazards for ACEC 
purposes, and for designation and 
special management of ACEC’s, will be 
given priority consideration in the 
scheduling, development and revision of 
all RMP’s (and MFP’s during transition), 
and of pertinent activity, program and 
work plans—pursuant to Secs.
102(a) (11), 201(a), and 202(c)(3) of the 
Act. Whenever inventory, analysis, 
planning or management actions are 
scheduled for the public lands, funding 
and personnel requirements for 
anticipated ACEC identification, 
designation, and special management 
will be incorporated into the appropriate 
budget requests for resource inventories, 
RMP (MFP during transition), and in 
subsequent activity plans and program 
plans, as developed through the budget 
process, and, depending upon the 
availability of funds and personnel, will 
be included in annual work plans.

F. Revision o f a Designation. No 
revision may be made in the terms of an 
ACEC designation, except by plan 
amendment through the planning 
process, incorporating environmental

analysis and public participation. For 
any such proposed revision, at a 
minimum, an environmental assessment 
(EA) will be prepared. The decision 
whether an environmental impact 
statement (EIS) is required will be based 
on findings of die EA, in accord with 
BLM’s planning regulations and CEQ 
regulations for NEPA (40 C FR 1500). If 
such a proposed revision would result in 
damage to an ACEC-protected 
environmental resource to the extent 
that it would be a major Federal action 
significantly affecting the human 
environment, an EIS will be prepared 
and filed for public review.

No use or action that would be 
inconsistent with an ACEC’s special 
managment requirements or that would 
adversely impact an ACEC-protected 
resource shall be permitted unless the 
District Manager, after considering all 
pertinent factors, including the results of 
environmental analysis and public 

■ comment, makes the following findings:
(1) The public benefits of the proposed 
incompatible action clearly outweight 
the public benefits of continuing 
protection of the ACEC-protected 
resource; (2) There is a dear public need 
for the proposed action and such action 
is clearly in the public interest; (3) There 
is no feasible alternative to, or 
alternative location for, the proposed 
action, and (4) Such action includes all 
feasible planning and management 
requirements to prevent, minimize, 
mitigate, or restore the effects of 
adverse impacts.

In any such case, concurrence by the 
BLM State Director shall be a 
prerequisite for approval of such a plan 
amendment. Where an environmental 
resource that has been found by the 
BLM Director to be of national or 
international significance is involved, 
and the BLM Director concurred in the 
ACEC designation decision, the BLM 
Director, also, would have to concur in 
any such plan amendment. Where the 
Secretary concurred in the designation 
decision, the Secretary, also, would 
have to concur in any such plan 
amendment.

G. Public Involvement Opportunity 
for public involvement will be provided 
at each step of the ACEC process, and 
public partidpation invited and 
facilitated by BLM officials in accord 
with applicable law and executive 
policy.

1. Public Participation Guidance: 
Public partidpation opportunities shall 
include, at a minimum, public notice by 
District Managers when an ACEC 
identification or designation process 
begins, and announcement of public 
meetings, workshops or other 
informational activity to explain the
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schedule and procedures, possible 
application of the ACEC process to 
particular local situations, and how 
interested persons and organizations 
may effectively participate.

2. Administrative Review. Protests ~ 
relating to die proposed approval or 
disapproval of an plan or plan 
amendment concerning ACEC 
designation, related management 
practice, or other aspects of the ACEC 
process may be filed with the State 
Director for administrative review by 
BLM. Procedures and requirements for 
such administrative review, including 
protest filing procedures and 
qualifications, are covered in Sec.
1601.6-1 of BLM’s planning regulations.

Vt Responsibilities
A. District Managers. Basic 

responsibility for making ACEC 
decisions has been delegated to District 
Managers. As part of District Managers' 
responsibility to prepare and approve an 
RMP for each Resource Area in their , 
Districts, each District Manager will, 
with assistance of Area Managers, 
identify environmental resources and 
natural hazards that meet ACEC 
identification criteria, prepare proposed 
ACEC elements of such plans as 
warranted, and designate any ACEC’s 
after obtaining the appropriate 
concurrence. Subsequently, the District 
Manager will make any necessary 
revisions to ACEC plan elements 
through the plan amendment process. 
District Managers' continuing 
responsibilities include preparation pf 
activity plans and management of each 
ACEC in accord with its special 
management requirements. District 
Managers will provide for and facilitate 
public participation in the ACEC 
process.

B. State Directors. State Directors will 
provide quality control for the ACEC 
process in their States and technical 
assistance and policy guidance to 
District Managers, review proposed 
ACEC designation or Revision 
decisions, and concur before such 
decisions are made by District 
Managers. Where a proposed ACEC 
contains a resource which State 
Directors consider may be of national or 
international significance, they will so 
advise the Director. State Directors will 
file draft and final environmental 
statements associated with ACEC’s (in 
accord with Sec. 1601.0-4(b) of the 
planning regulations), and will assure 
that public participation in the ACEC 
process is provided for and facilitated.

C. Director. National-level policy 
direction and guidance for the ACEC 
process are provided by the Director. 
When State Directors advise the

Director that they consider a resource 
within a proposed ACEC may be of 
national or international significance, 
the Director may, after reviewing the 
proposed designation decision, make 
such a finding and may concur in the 
proposed decision. The BLM Director 
may seek concurrence by the Secretary 
in ACEC designation decisions.

D. Coordination. All BLM personnel 
with responsibilities for programs 
involving inventory, planning or 
management of public-lands resources 
will integrate the ACEC process into 
these programs. Each State Director and 
District Manager will designate a 
member of their respective resources 
staffs as ACEC Coordinator. In the 
Washington Office, ACEC coordination 
functions and responsibility for 
development of procedures for, and 
oversight of, identification, designation 
and management of ACEC’s, are 
assigned to the Assistant Director— 
Recreation and Environmental Areas, 
through die Deputy Director for Lands 
and Resources.
VII. Relationships

ACEC’s and other forms of special 
management designation are not 
necessarily mutually exclusive, and 
ACEC designations may be used to 
complement the other forms.

A. Effect o f ACEC Designation. 
Because in FLPMA the Congress 
mandated not only the identification 
and designation, but also the protection, 
of ACEC’s, the ACEC process is more 
than a recognition program. It is a 
process for (1) determining what special 
management important environmental 
resources or natural hazards require; (2) 
providing commitment that this special 
management will continue to be 
provided on a priority basis in accord 
with Sec. 202(c)(3) of the Act; and (3) 
providing such management.

B. Relationship to Other Allocation 
Designations. ACEC’s are a part of a 
Bureau system of special area 
designations. The purpose of these 
special area designations is to give 
special management attention to areas 
containing important natural and 
cultural resources and natural hazards 
(ACEC’s), areas with combinations of 
significant resources values, and areas 
with certain significant public recreation 
opportunities.

The Secretary, and the BLM Director 
by delegation, have for many years 
designated special management areas 
for limited uses under their general 
authority to protect public health and 
safety, the natural environment, erosion 
and destruction of plant life and wildlife 
habitat. These areas have been given 
such titles as Primitive Areas, Scenic

Areas, and Research Natural Areas. 
Congress also has designated areas of 
the public lands as National 
Conservation Areas and Wild and 
Scenic Rivers for special management 
purposes.

In the future, areas of the public lands 
with important natural or cultural 
resource values—such as previously 
designated Research Natural Areas and 
Outstanding*Natural Areas—shall be 
considered for ACEC designation.

An area designated by Congress for 
special management, such as a National 
Conservation Area, a National Wild or 
Scenic River, or a Wilderness Area, may 
contain one or more ACEC.

C. Relationship to Recognition 
Designations. Unlike ACEC designation, 
some types of Secretarial and State 
government designations are 
recognition-oriented; that is, they 
constitute a recognition of the 
significance of certain types of 
important environmental resources but 
do not constitute a commitment to 
provide special management protection 
of these resources. Examples include 
National Natural Landmarks designated 
by the Secretary of the Interior and 
Natural Areas identified by some State 
governments. ACEC designations may, 
in whole or in part, be considered for 
recognition, through such programs. For 
example, all or part of an ACEC also 
may be a National Natural Landmark if 
its values are found to be of national 
significance as defined by that 
landmarks program. Conversely, an area 
of the public lands which has been given 
recognition through such a program will 
be considered for ACEC designation.

D. Withdrawals. A number of 
withdrawals have, in effect, allocated 
areas of the public lands for specified 
public purposes by public land order 
issued by the Secretary. An ACEC 
designation does not constitute a 
withdrawal. That is, designation of an 
ACEC does not-by itself preclude from 
the area any acitivities which may be 
allowed under the public land laws, 
including the General Mining Law of 
1872. A withdrawal shall be requested 
of the Secretary in association with an 
ACEC designation if withdrawal is 
necessary in order to provide for the 
special management requirements of 
that particular ACEC.

E. Integration with Other 
Management Actions. The 
identification, designation, and 
management phases of the ACEC 
process will be incorporated into all 
BLM resource planning and 
management programs and activities on 
a priority basis, pursuant to FLPMA and 
other relevant law and executive 
direction. The ACEC process will be



57330 Federal R egister / Vol. 45, No. 168 / W ednesday, August 2 7 ,1 9 8 0  / N otices

administered so as not to duplicate, but 
rather to complement and strengthen the 
use of all relevant forms of management 
of the resources of the public lands in 
the public interest.

Attachment B— State Offices of the 
Bureau of Land Management
Alaska State Office, 701 C Street, Box 

13, Anchorage, Alaska 99513, Phone: 
(907) 271-5076.

Arizona State Office, 2400 Valley Bank 
Center, Phoenix, Arizona 85073, 
Phone:(602)241-2651.

California State Office, Federal Office 
Bldg., Rm. E-2841, 2800 Cottage Way, 
Sacramento, California 95825, Phone: 
(916)484-4676.

Colorado State Office, Colorado State 
Bank Bldg., Rm. 700,1600 Broadway, 
Denver, Colorado 80202, Phone: (303) 
837-4325.

Eastern States Office, 350 South Pickett 
Street, Alexandria, Virginia 22304, 
Phone:(703)235-2833.

Idaho State Office, Federal Building, Rm. 
398, 550 West Fort Street, P.O. Box 
042, Boise, Idaho 83724, Phone: (208) 
384-1401.

Montana State Office, Granite Tower, 
222 North 32nd Street, P.O. Box 30157, 
Billings, Montana 59107, Phone: (406) 
657-6461.

Nevada State Office, Federal Bldg., Rm. 
3008, 300 Booth Street, P.O. Box 12000, 
Reno, Nevada 89520, Phone: (702) 784- 
5451.

New Mexico State Office, U.S. Post 
Office and Federal Bldg., South 
Federal Place, P.O. Box 1449, Santa 
Fe, New Mexico 87501, Phone: (505) 
988-6217.

Oregon State Office, 729 N.E. Oregon 
Street P.O. Box 2965, Portland,
Oregon 97208, Phone: (503) 231-6251. 

Utah State Office, University Club 
Building, 136 East Temple, Salt Lake 
City, Utah 84111, Phone: (801) 524- 
5311.

Wyoming State Office, 2515 Warren 
Avenue, P.O. Box 1828, Cheyenne, 
Wyoming 82001, Phone: (307) 778- 
2220.

[FR Doc. 25995 Filed 8-28-80; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 4310-84-M
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ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION 
AGENCY

40 CFR Part 141 
[FRL 1535-7]

Interim Primary Drinking Water 
Regulations; Amendments
a g e n c y : Environmental Protection 
Agency (EPA). 
a c t io n : Final rule.

s u m m a r y : These regulations amend the 
National Interim Primary Drinking 
Water Regulations (NIPDWR), 
promulgated according to Section 1412 
of the Safe Drinking Water Act, as 
amended, 42 U.S.C. 300f et seq. at 40 FR 
59566 (December 24,1975) and 41 FR 
28402 (July 9,1976). These amendments 
provide greater latitude to small public 
water systems for determination of 
compliance with the microbiological 
maximum contaminant levels (MCLs), 
specify alternate analytical techniques 
that have been approved by EPA for 
determining compliance with existing 
MCLs, provide an update of the 
approved analytical methods as 
prescribed in the NIPDWR, add a 
statement to the NIPDWR clarifying the 
apparent contradiction between setting 
an MCL for fluoride and the beneficial 
effects of fluoride, allow water samples 
taken by the State to be used to 
determine compliance, clarify that water 
systems shall submit to the State upon 
request any records required to be 
maintained by the NIPDWR, require 
water systems that have completed a 
public notification to submit to the State 
a representative copy of the public 
notification, change the time when 
results of monitoring are required to be 
submitted to the State from 40 days 
following a test to within 10 days 
following the month in which the sample 
results are received or within 10 days 
following the end of the monitoring 
period as determined by the State 
(whichever is shortest), require 
community water systems to monitor 
and report sodium levels in finished 
drinking water, and require community 
water systems to determine the 
presence of specific types of materials in 
distribution systems, and for one year to 
monitor and report corrosvity 
characteristics (pH, alkalinity, hardness, 
temperature, total dissolved solids, and 
the Langelier Index) of finished drinking 
water.

Modifications to the NIPDWR relating 
only to non-community water systems 
increase the latitude of the States by 
providing an additional 18 months for 
completion of nitrate monitoring, allow

some non-community systems to exceed 
the 10 mg/1 nitrate MCL up to 20 mg/1 
under certain controlled conditions, 
provide latitude in turbidity monitoring 
requirements and include modifications 
to the microbiological monitoring 
frequency and public notification 
measures.

In addition, increased latitude is 
provided to the States with respect to 
requirements concerning public 
notification through the media for 
community water systems. 
e f f e c t iv e  DATE: Thesè amendments to 
the regulations will be effective August
27,1980 except that sodium monitoring 
and reporting, determination of the 
types of materials in distribution 
systems, and monitoring and reporting 
corrosivity characteristics will be 
effective 18 months following the date of 
promulgation. The sodium and corrosion 
requirements must be completed within 
12 months following the effective date. 
ADDRESS: Copies of the Statement of 
Basis and Purpose, which provides 
additional supporting documentation for 
the sodium and corrosivity monitoring, 
is available upon request from Craig D. 
Vogt, Chief, Science and Technology 
Branch, Criteria and Standards Division, 
Office of Drinking Water (WH-550), 
Room 1111, WSME, Environmental 
Protection Agency, 401M Street, S.W., 
Washington, D.C. 20460, and is availablex 
for reading at EPA Regional Offices.
FOR FURTHER INFORM ATION CONTACT: 
Craig D. Vogt, 202-472-5030. 
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: On July 
19,1979, the EPA proposed amendments 
to the NIPDWR (44 FR 42247 et seq.) 
pursuant to Sections 1412,1414,1415,
1416.1445 and 1450 of the Safe Drinking 
Water Act, as amended (42 U.S.C. 300f 
etseq.). As discussed in detail in the 
preamble to the proposed amendments, 
44 FR 42247, these amendments to the 
NIPDWR are intended to update the 
regulations as a result of information 
gained subsequent to promulgation of 
NIPDWR on December 24,1975, and July 
9,1976, pursuant to Sections 1412,1414,
1415.1416.1445 and 1450 of the Safe 
Drinking Water Act as amended (42 
U.S.C. 300f et seç.).

A total of 88 written comments on the 
proposed regulations were received. À 
public hearing was held in Washington,
D.C., on August 29,1979, and a total of 
seven witnesses testified at the public 
hearing. Comments and statements were 
received from water utilities, State and 
local officials, public interest groups, 
engineering consulting firms, industry 
associations, and individual citizens. 
Included were comments from the State 
Liaison Group and the National Drinking 
Water Advisory Council. EPA has

thoroughly considered all comments and 
statements in formulating the final 
regulations. A detailed discussion of the 
comments and statements received and 
the Agency’s response is presented in 
Appendix A.

Summary o f M ajor Changes
As a result of the comments and new 

information provided by the 
commenters, the Agency made several 
changes to the proposed regulations 
which are indicated below.

The condition that no nitrite shall be 
present has been deleted from the 
provision that allows nitrate levels in 
non-community systems to exceed the 
MCL up to a level of 20 mg/1. In its place 
is guidance in the preamble to the States 
that levels of one mg/1 nitrite should not 
be exceeded without careful 
consideration of all relevant factors on a 
case-by-case basis. In addition, 
appropriate local and State public 
health authorities must be notified 
annually of nitrite levels that exceed 10 
mg/1. The proposal did not specify any 
frequency for notification and the 
notification was to physicians.

The proposed amendment that 
provided an additional year for non­
community systems to complete nitrate . 
monitoring has been extended to 18 
months.

The proposed amendments to § 141.14 
have been clarified such that the use of 
and/or within the regulation has been 
deleted. In addition, a provision has 
been added to § 141.14 (microbiological 
MCL) so that if an average MCL 
violation is caused by a single sample 
MCL violation the supplier will only be 
required to make one public notification 
for the single sample violation.

Provisions have been added to 
§ 141.28 that allow analysis of pH and 
temperature by any person acceptable 
to the primacy agency.

The proposed amendment to 
§ 141.31(a) has been changed to require 
the water supplier to report its 
analytical results to the primacy agency 
within the first ten days following the 
end of the required monitoring period as 
designated by the State, or within the 
first ten days following the month in 
which the sample results were received, 
whichever time is shortest.

The direct public notification 
requirement for sodium has been 
deleted. In addition, the amendment has 
been changed to require the water 
supplier to report sodium results within 
the first ten days of the month following 
the month in which the sample results 
were received or within the first 10 days 
following the end of the required 
monitoring period as designated by the 
State, whichever time is shortest. Also, a
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provision has been added so that if more 
than one sample per compliance period 
is required, the supplier can accumulate 
the data before reporting the results.

The proposed amendment to 141.42 
concerning corrosion control has been 
changed to require public water systems 
to identify the presence of specific 
materials within the distribution system 
and to monitor and report corrosivity 
characteristics including pH, alkalinity, 
hardness, temperature, total dissolved 
solids, and the Langelier Index. The 
monitoring and reporting requirement is 
limited to one year duration. These 
requirements are the initial steps in the 
proposed corrosion control program and 
specific monitoring requirements are set 
forth. For systems distributing corrosive 
waters, States are being encouraged to 
provide direction and technical 
assistance in implementing control 
measures to reduce the corrosivity. In 
addition, in a separate rule-making 
procedure, regulations will be proposed 
that set forth requirements for systems 
identified by the corrosivity monitoring 
to be distributing corrosive waters to 
increase monitoring for corrosion by­
products, such as lead and cadmium, in 
representative locations.

The analytical methods approved for 
use in complying with the NIPDWR have 
been updated along with the approved 
alternate analytical methods.

Major issues, comments and revisions 
are discussed according to topic in the 
following.

M icrobiological Contaminants
The wording of the proposal has been 

changed for purposes of clarification. 
The meaning and intent remains 
unchanged with the exception of adding 
a provision that if an average monthly 
MCL violation is caused by a single 
sample MCL violation, the supplier will 
only be required to make one public 
notification.

This amendment allows the primacy 
agency additional latitude in 
determining compliance by small public 
water systems with the monthly average 
MCL for coliforms in drinking water.
The existing regulations governing 
microbiological contamination require 
that public water systems meet a 
monthly average and single sample 
MCL. This amendment does not make 
changes in the single sample MCL 
requirements.

The Safe Drinking W ater Act 
authorizes EPA to establish minimum 
sampling requirements for public water 
systems taking into account several 
factors including the population at risk. 
Accordingly, the present regulations 
require systems to take a minimum 
number of microbiological samples each

month based on the number of persons 
being served. Thus, for example, 
systems serving between 25 and 1,000 
persons must take at least one sample 
per month; systems serving between 
8,501 and 9,400 persons must take at 
least 10 samples per month; and systems 
serving 970,001 to 1,050,000 persons must 
take at least 300 samples per month.

Compliance with the microbiological 
standard is determined both on the 
number of coliform in a single sample 
and on the basis of a monthly average of 
the samples. Smaller systems taking 
fewer samples are more likely to violate 
the monthly average standard on the 
basis of only one sample showing 
coliform contamination ( a “positive” 
sample) than are larger systems because 
of the mathematics of the averaging 
computation. For example, a system 
taking 10 samples per month with a 
single positive result of 16 coliforms 
would violate the monthly standard; 
whereas, a system taking 100 samples 
per month with a single positive result of 
16 coliforms would not violate the 
monthly average standard; thus, this 
might lead to erroneous conclusions 
regarding the quality of the water of the 
systems. EPA recognizes that samples 
can be unknowingly contaiminated in 
the collection process, in transit or in the 
analytical process. Problems of this 
nature can severely impact very small 
systems and require unwarranted 
expense of public notification while not 
increasing public health protection. The 
problem of one such sample distorting 
the monthly average primarily impacts 
systems taking 10 or fewer samples per 
month (systems that serve less than 
9,400 persons).

In order to resolve this problem, EPA 
is amending 40 CFR § 141.14(a)(1), (b)(1) 
and (b)(2), to permit State discretion in 
allowing certain public water systems 
serving fewer than 9,400 persons to 
exclude one (but only one) positive 
routine sample in the calculation to 
determine compliance with the monthly 
average if two conditions (safeguards) 
are satisfied. First, a sample must be 
collected on each of two consecutive 
days from the same sampling point 
beginning within 24 hours after it has 
been determined that a routine sample 
is positive as provided for in 40 CFR 
141.21(d) (1) (2) (3). Both of these 
samples, called “check” samples, must 
be negative for the presence of coliform 
bacteria. Otherwise, the positive routine 
sample must be included in the 
calculation of the monthly average and, 
if this results in a violation of 40 CFR 
§ 141.14, the public must be notified 
under 40 CFR § 141.32 or § 141.16.

Second, regardless of whether the 
^positive routine sample is followed by 
two consecutive negative “check” 
samples, the positive routine sample 
must be reported to the State under 40 
CFR § 141.31(a) and a record of the 
sample must be retained by the public 
water system for five years under 40 
CFR § 141.33(a). This precaution should 
allow either the State or the public 
water system to detect a pattern of 
positive routine samples which might 
indicate a persistent problem with the 
microbiological quality of the drinking 
water.

This amendment will be permitted on 
a case-by-case basis as approved by the 
States in water systems where the State 
determines and indicates in writing that 
no unreasonable risk to health would 
exist as a result of this provision. The 
determination of no unreasonable risk to 
health should be based upon all relevant 
information including but not limited to 
the following: (1) the maintenance of an 
active disinfectant residual, (2) the 
potential for contamination as indicated 
by a sanitary survey, and (3) the history 
of water quality at the public water 
system (e.g., MCL or monitoring 
violations). EPA encourages water 
systems to maintain an active 
disinfectant residual as a protective 
measure, and this should be a major 
factor in a State’s evaluation regarding 
the applicability to an individual water 
system. Further, States are encouraged 
to initiate systematic evaluations of all 
pertinent factors on a case-by-case basis 
prior to receipt of a petition from a 
public water system for application of 
this provision.

The existing regulations and the final 
amendments to the regulations provide 
three additional safeguards. First, water 
supply systems utilizing this amendment 
must take at least one additional routine 
sample in that period to replace the one 
that is discarded; second, die 
amendment can only be applied once 
during two consecutive compliance 
periods (either months or quarters as the 
case may be). In general, a compliance 
period is one month, but some public 
water supplies may be on a quarterly 
schedule. If a system has more than one 
positive routine sample in a compliance 
period, those additional positive routine 
samples must be included in the average 
whether or not they are followed by two 
negative check samples (Note: More 
than one positive routine sample per 
compliance period more likely indicates 
contamination of the drinking water 
than simple mishandling of the sample). 
Third, this amendment does not affect 
the “single sample” test set forth in the 
microbiological MCL. That is, regardless
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of the monthly average of the 
microbiological standards, a system 
exceeds the standard if the individual or 
“single samples” taken in any month 
exceed the maximum levels established 
in 40 CFR 141.14(a) (2), (3); § 141.14(b)(1) 
(ii), (iii); and § 141.14(b)(2) (ii), (iii). It is 
emphasized that these provisions are 
not a substitute for proper sampling and 
analytical procedures including 
verification but merely provide latitude 
to the States to deal with small systems 
in the infrequent event of an improperly 
conducted sampling or test. This 
amendment does not allow public water 
supplies to reject samples known to be 
properly collected and analyzed. 
Investigations into the nature of the 
problem should be made and corrective 
measures should be taken, especially in 
repetitive cases where the amendment is 
exercised more than once annually.

The amendment also provides that 
periods shall be used instead of 
semicolons after 40 CFR 141.14(a)(1);
§ 141.14(b)(1)(i); and § 141.14(b)(2)(i) to 
make it clear that the microbiological 
limitations are composed of two 
separate MCLs—the "monthly average” 
standard and the "single sample” 
standard.

In addition, § 141.21(a) is being 
clarified to the effect that suppliers of 
water for community water systems and 
non-community water systems may 
engage the services of approved 
laboratories to monitor and analyze for 
coliform bacteria for the purpose of 
determining compliance with § 141.41. 
Contrary to EPA’s intent,, the existing 
language in § 141.21(a) has been 
interpreted by some to mean that the 
suppliers of water shall themselves 
monitor and analyze for Coliform 
bacteria and thereby could not use other 
private and State laboratories for this 
purpose. That interpretation was 
inconsistent with § 141.28 which 
requires all analyses except turbidity 
and free chlorine residual to be 
performed in a laboratory approved by 
the State.

It is emphasized that these are interim 
regulations; EPA is conducting 
comprehensive evaluations of the 
microbiological standards in 
development of the Revised National 
Primary Drinking Water Regulations.

Review o f the Major Issues— 
Microbiological Contaminants

In the proposal, EPA specifically 
solicited comments on the merits of the 
modification to the regulation and on the 
adequacy of the safeguards for dealing 
with the problem of possible spurious 
samples leading to unnecessary public 
notification.
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Ten comments were received that 
expressed some dissatisfaction with the 
current coliform standard, particularly 
the average monthly MCL. The main 
objections were that the response time 
to the average MCL was too long to be 
meaningful and that relative numbers of 
coliforms do not indicate relative health 
risks as is implied by the single sample 
MCL of four or greater and by the 
average MCL.

These commenters’ concerns were 
directed towards the coliform MCL 
rather than the specific requirements in 
the proposal and were therefore not 
addressed herein. EPA is currently 
conducting a comprehensive evaluation 
of the regulations on microbiological 
contaminants and each of these 
comments will be carefully considered 
in the development of the Revised 
Regulations.

Many commenters misunderstood the 
provisions of the amendment in that 
they thought that the proposed 
amendment required that a system 
maintain an active disinfectant residual 
before it could be eligible for excluding 
a sample from the average MCL 
calculation. Eight of these commenters 
felt that samples with no chlorine 
residual could be more easily 
contaminated (i.e. through improper 
sampling or testing procedure rather 
than in die actual quality of the water) 
and be misrepresentative than samples 
with a residual; they were opposed to 
systems being required to maintain a 
disinfectant residual in order to be 
eligible for the conditions of the 
amendment. Several commenters felt 
that only systems having an active 
disinfectant residual should be eligible 
for excluding a sample.

For purposes of clarification the 
wording of the amendment has been 
changed. As discussed previously, this 
amendment will be permitted on a case- 
by-case basis as approved by the States 
in water systems where the State 
determines and indicates in writing that 
no unreasonable risk to health would 
exist as a result of this provision. This 
determination should be based upon all 
relevant information including but not 
limited to the following: (1) the 
maintenance of an active disinfectant 
residual, (2) the potential for 
contamination as indicated by a 
sanitary survey, and (3) the history of 
water quality at the public water system 
(e.g. MCL or monitoring violations).

Seven commenters stated that the 
amendment should apply to all system 
sizes, most arguing that contamination 
of one sample in a large system could 
lead to non-compliance with the 
monthly average MCL and unjustified 
public notification.

Smaller systems, because of their 
lower required monitoring frequency, 
are more likely to violate the monthly 
average MCL because of contamination 
of one sample than are larger systems. 
Large systems taking a large number of 
samples are less likely to violate the 
monthly average MCL because of a 
spurious sample since it would be 
included with a large number of 
negative samples (expected in meeting 
the MCL), and thus probably not lead to 
an average MCL greater than one. EPA 
has studies the distribution of single 
sample and average MCL coliform 
violations as a function of supply system 
size. A relatively small number of 
systems serving over 9,400 would 
potentially be affected if the amendment 
were made applicable to them. Thus, no 
changes were made and the provisions 
are only to apply to systems serving 
9,400 and less.

Other comments concerning the 
microbiological MCL are addressed in 
Appendix A.

Sampling and Analytical Requirements
The purpose of this amendment is to 

clarify that monitoring samples that are 
taken by the State may be used to 
determine compliance with the 
NIPDWR. The present regulations state 
that compliance with any MCL is to be 
determined pursuant to the applicable 
monitoring and analysis requirements 
set forth in Subpart C of the NIPDWR. 
However, the monitoring and analysis 
requirements are directly applicable to 
the suppliers of water, and it is unclear 
as to whether the results of such 
compliance sampling performed by the 
supplier were meant to be the only 
samples that could be used to determine 
compliance with the regulations.

The language of this amendment 
specifies that the State in a primacy 
State or the EPA in a non-primacy State 
under Subpart C of the NIPDWR has the 
authority to determine compliance or 
initiate enforcement action based upon 
analytical results and other information 
compiled by their sanctioned 
representatives and agencies.

There were no major issues 
concerning this amendment and thus, no 
changes were made to the proposed 
amendments. Specific comments are 
addressed in Appendix A.

Alternate Analytical Methods
The NIPDWR specify, in most cases, a 

single analytical procedure for 
determining the concentration of each 
contaminant. However, § 141.27 states 
that alternate analytical techniques may 
be used with the written permission of 
the primacy agency, and With the 
concurrence of the Administrator of the
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EPA. Proposals for an alternate method 
for nationwide use are initially 
evaluated by the EPA’s Environmental 
Monitoring and Support Laboratory. 
(EMSL) with final review by the EPA’s 
Office of Drinking Water. In order for an 
alternate method to be approved, it must 
be deemed substantially equivalent to 
the prescribed test in precision and 
accuracy. In addition, the use of an 
alternate analytical method for 
determination of compliance with any 
MCL does not change the frequency of 
monitoring required.

A number of alternate analytical 
techniques have been approved by EPA 
at the request of some States. These 
techniques have been determined to be 
equivalent methods and are now 
acceptable for determining compliance 
with the NIPDWR. All analytical 
procedures will be thoroughly reviewed 
as part of the development of Revised 
Regulations, and precision and accuracy 
requirements, as well as the type and 
amount of supporting documentation to 
support inclusion as an acceptable 
method, will be more carefully defined.

EPA is postponing final approval at 
this time to a proposed alternate 
turbidity standard, “Nephelometric 
Method with Styrene Divinyl Benzene 
Polymer Standard,” proposed at 
§ 141.22(a). EPA had made final 
approval of this standard conditional 
upon receipt from the manufacturer, 
Amco Standards International, of 
information related to the preparation 
and use of the standard. Amco has not 
submitted the necessary information 
and thus, the reference and footnote 4 to 
this reference has been deleted from the 
final regulations. EPA is requesting 
submission of any relevant information 
on the issue of final approval or 
disapproval of this standard on or 
before October 27,1980.

No major issues were raised by the 
commenters, and thus, with the 
exception of deleting the reference to 
the “Nephelometric Method with 
Styrene Divinyl Benzene Standard,” 
there were no changes to the proposed 
amendment. However, commenters 
suggested updating the list of approved 
analytical techniques as presently 
specified in the NIPDWR, and adding 
them to their appropriate sections. Ifre 
updated methods have been included.

The atomic absorption furnace 
techniques for most metals requiring 
monitoring by the NIPDWR have been 
published in the 1979 EPA “Methods for 
Chemical Analysis of Water and 
Wastes,” and are available from ORD 
Publications, CERI, U.S. EPA,
Cincinnati, Ohio 45268.

The alternate analytical methods, now 
approved, and several referenced ASTM

methods, essentially identical to the 
originally specified procedures, have 
been updated and added to their 
appropriate parts of §§ 141.22,141.23, 
141.24 and 141.41. In the proposal these 
analytical techniques were listed under 
§ 141.27(b) which has now been deleted.

In addition, reference has been added 
to several sections of “Microbiological 
Methods for Monitoring the 
Environment, Water and W astes,” U.S. 
EPA, Environmental Monitoring and 
Support Laboratory, Cincinnati, Ohio 
45268—EPA-600/8-78-017, December
1978. Available from ORD Publications, 
CERI, U.S. EPA, Cincinnati, Ohio 45268.

Specific comments are addressed in 
Appendix A.

Reporting o f Compliance Data
The NIPDWR presently requires that 

results of monitoring be reported to the 
State within 40 days following a test. 
Under these provisions, it can take 
almost two months to assure compliance 
and, in some cases, this can defeat the 
possibility of prompt corrective action. 
Thus, the intent of the proposed 
amendment was to shorten the time 
period between sampling and reporting. 
The provisions of the proposal would 
have required that the supplier of water 
report to the State its analytical results 
within 10 days following receipt of such 
results; analyses performed more 
frequently than once per month, such as 
turbidity and coliforms, could be 
reported at one time by the tenth day of 
the month following the month in which 
the samples were analyzed. However, 
the preamble of the proposal described 
the proposed amendment as requiring 
the supplier to report all results to the 
State no later than the tenth day of the 
month following the month in which 
sample results were received.

Commenters were most concerned 
with the possibility of having to report 
to the State within 10 days of receipt of 
results. Based on these comments, the 
amendment has been changed to require 
the supplier of water to report to the 
primacy agency its analytical results 
within the first ten days following the 
end of the required monitoring period as 
designated by the State, or within the 
first ten days following the month in 
which the sample results were received, 
whichever of these is shortest.

This amendment will encourage 
earlier reporting of analytical results to 
the primacy agency without 
inconvenience to the supplier and 
minimize clerical work by facilitating 
the reporting of all parameters at the 
same time.

Some States currently require coliform 
and turbidity results to be submitted at 
a mid-monthly rather than at an end of

month frequency. The wording of the 
amendment maintains uniform reporting 
requirements for all States. The 
amendment also ensures that non­
community systems which might only be 
required to conduct quarterly coliform 
monitoring, will report their results 
within the same time constraints as 
community systems.

In addition, a statement has been 
added to the NIPDWR which clarifies 
that the water supplier must submit 
upon request to the State copies of any 
records required to be maintained by the 
NIPDWR.

Review o f Major Issues—Reporting o f 
Compliance Data

Six of the twelve commenters felt that 
a required reporting time of ten days 
was unnecessary. Most indicated that 
the problems of immediate health risk 
are considered in the NIPDWR which 
requires that violations of an MCL be 
reported to the primacy agency within 
48 hours. Some of these commenters 
alleged that contaminants to which the 
ten days reporting requirement applied 
posed potential chronic rather than 
acute health risks; thus, they considered 
it illogical to require such a short 
response time for State notification of 
results. Several commenters indicated 
that allowing water suppliers more time 
to report results would permit them to 
equalize their work load.

The purpose of having a shorter 
required reportage time is to allow the 
primacy agency to determine more * 
quickly those systems which do not 
report their MCL violations within 48 
hours, and to begin corrective action as 
soon as possible. This particularly 
pertains to coliforms which potentially 
indicate immediate health risks. 
Contaminants which only pose chronic 
health risks should also be reported 
within the same time frame since no 
inconvenience will be imposed upon the 
supplier. Requiring shorter reporting 
times for coliforms and turbidity would 
be impractical because of their high 
monitoring frequency. EPA considers it 
illogical a require to shorter reportage 
time for the parameters other than 
coliforms or turbidity since their health 
risks tend not to be so imminent. 
Therefore, the amendment has been 
changed to provide for simultaneous 
reporting of all parameters. The 
amendment should reduce the reportage 
time for most parameters by about one 
half without further inconvenience to 
the supplier.

Public Notification
Under section 1414(c) of the SDWA 

and 40 CFR 141.32 of the NIPDWR, a 
community water system is required to
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notify the public immediately through 
notices in the newspaper, radio and 
television media of any failure to 
comply with an applicable MCL in 
addition to notifying its customers 
through water bills or by direct mail 
within three months of such failure.

An amendment to § 141.32(b) has 
been added to provide greater latitude 
to the States to waive the media 
notification requirements, applicable to 
a community water system under 
circumstances where such notification 
would not be meaningful; that is, where 
a violation has been corrected promptly 
after discovery, the cause of the 
violation has been effectively eliminated 
and the violation no longer poses a risk 
to public health. Consumer notice as 
required by § 141.32(a) would remain 
unchanged by this amendment.

This limited modification of the media 
notification requirements is authorized 
by the SDWA and is consistent with its 
legislative history. Section 1414(c) gives 
the Administrator the discretion to 
establish by regulation the form, manner . 
and frequency for giving public notice. It 
was contemplated that such regulations 
would be reasonably designed to 
implement the purposes of the SDWA, 
while not unduly burdening public water 
systems with unnecessary and counter­
productive requirements. Thus, in House 
Report No. 93-1185 accompanying the 
SDWA, Congress explained that:

The purpose of this notice requirement is to 
educate the public as to the extent to which 
public water systems serving them are 
performing inadequately in light of the 
objectives and requirements of this bill. Such 
public education is deemed essential by the 
Committee in order to develop public 
awareness of the problems facing public 
water systems, to encourage a willingness to 
support greater expenditures at all levels of 
government to assist in solving these 
problems, and to advise the public of 
potential or actual health hazards.

v This public education function is well 
served by consumer notification of any 
failure to comply with a MCL, as well as 
media notification of continuous 
violations, repeat violations, or where 
the cause of the violation has not been 
duly corrected. Violations of MCLs, 
other than coliforms, the cause of which 
has been promptly corrected, would 
probably not have posed serious health 
problems. Moreover, since the State is 
required to make an affirmative 
determination that a waiver of media 
notification is appropriate for any given 
circumstance, such waivers can 
certainly be denied where media 
notification would be meaningful in 
terms of advising the public of any 
serious problem. No waiver would be 
appropriate, for example, where a 
system had a history of violations or

where only interim measures had been 
taken to correct the problem. The good 
faith efforts of the system to comply and 
the nature and degree of the violation 
should also be taken into account.

The House Report accompanying the 
passage of the SDWA also supports an 
interpretation that Congress intended 
that the three-motith consumer notice 
would be sufficient under most 
situations to notify the public of 
corrected violations. Thus, Congress 
stated: “The Administrators regulations 
should also require that the three-month 
notice include all violations not 
previously reported, even though they 
have been corrected at the time of 
notification” (emphasis added, p. 24). 
The three-month notice requirement 
refers to the consumer notice required 
by § 141.32(a). This language is 
interpreted as providing greater latitude 
to the Administrator to allow for waiver 
of the § 141.32(b) requirements of media 
notification for corrected violations 
under appropriate circumstances, 
provided that the purposes of the SDWA 
are not violated or circumvented. This is 
consistent with Congress concern that 
public notification not unduly alarm the 
public.

This amendment attempts to be 
responsive to comments received from 
States and public water systems which 
expressed concern regarding the 
necessity and expense of media 
notification. Such expense is surely 
warranted where the public is informed 
of recurring violations or violations of a 
continuous nature. However, where 
violations have been corrected promptly 
after discovery and the cause of the 
violation has been effectively 
eliminated, such expense becomes less 
justified. EPA does not allow for waiver 
of the media notification requirements 
for every case where a violation has 
been corrected prior to the time that the 
notice would be issued. The public 
education function of the media 
notification requirements will still be 
served under most circumstances.

In addition, § 141.31(d) has been 
added which requires water systems to 
submit to the State, within ten days of 
the completion of issuance of public 
notification, a representative copy of 
each type of notice distributed, 
published, posted, and/or made 
available to the persons served by the 
system and/or to the media.

M onitoring fo r  Sodium in Drinking 
W ater

This amendment requires (1) 
monitoring of sodium levels in drinking 
water by community water supply 
systems at least annually for surface 
water systems and at least every three

years for systems using groundwater 
sources. In addition, (2) suppliers must 
report the levels to EPA and/or the State 
within the first ten days of the month 
following the month in which the sample 
results were received and (3) suppliers 
must also notify local and State public 
health authorities. Suppliers are not 
required to notify local authorities 
where the State provides such notices in 
lieu of the supplier. The effective date of 
the regulation is 18 months from 
promulgation which should provide 
sufficient time for States to adopt the 
regulations. The first round of sampling 
and reporting must be completed by all 
systems within 12 months following the 
effective date.

Two provisions which were proposed 
have been changed. These changes 
include revisions in the time for 
reporting and deleting the direct public 
notification requirement.

Sodium ions naturally occur in water 
from leaching of surface and 
undergound salt deposits, intrusion of 
sea water into fresh aquifers, and from 
salt spray along the seacoast. Human 
activities such as deicing, municipal use 
(e.g. urine and washing products), and 
types of water treatment (e.g. softening, 
pH adjustment) also contribute to 
increased levels of sodium in water. 
However, drinking water is usually a 
very minor source of total dietary 
sodium except for persons on sodium- 
restricted diets.

Evidence indicates that Excessive 
sodium intake contributes to an age 
related increase in blood pressure that 
culminates in hypertension in 
genetically susceptible people (NAS, 
Drinking W ater and Health, 1977). The 
NAS has estimated that about 15 to 20% 
of the population are at risk of 
developing hypertension.

Intake from food is generally the 
major source of sodium. However, in 
many instances, where high sodium 
concentrations in the drinking water 
occur, the contribution of sodium by 
water may constitute a significant 
fraction of the total sodium intake.
About 3% of the population is on 
sodium-restricted diets calling for 
sodium intake of less than 2,000,1,000 or 
500 mg/day. Where water supplies 
contain more than 20 mg/1, dietary 
sodium restriction to less than 500 mg/ 
day is difficult to achieve and maintain 
(NAS, 1977). Therefore, knowledge of 
the sodium ion content of the water 
supply and maintenance of it at the 
lowest practicable concentration is 
critical in arranging diets for persons 
who require a low sodium diet. EPA - 
suggests'that sodium levels of 20 mg/1 or 
less in drinking water be considered as 
optimal.
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The current NIPDWR (40 FR 59566) do 
not contain a monitoring requirement for 
sodium. Hie NAS included sodium in its 
study of the health effects of inorganic 
chemicals and recommended that 
sodium concentrations in water should 
be maintained at the minimum possible, 
and that provisions should be made for 
notifying persons on low sodium diets.
In response, EPA is establishing 
monitoring and reporting requirements 
for sodium. In addition, EPA 
recommends that systems having 
sodium levels above 20 mg/1 should 
examine their present treatment systems 
in order to minimize sodium levels; in 
some cases, systems are adding sodium 
containing compounds to the drinking 
water for such corrosion control or for 
other purposes but frequently alternate 
corrosion control methods are available 
and are similarly cost-effective.

Sodium monitoring was one of the 
issues o f a petition for review of the 
NIPDWR. EDF v. Costle, 578 F. 2d 337, 
347 (D.C. Cir. 1978). EDF urged that 
monitoring for sodium should be 
mandatory rather than voluntary. The 
Court indicated that the study carried 
out by NAS may aid EPA in re­
evaluating its approach to sodium. The 
1977 Amendments to section 1414(c) and 
1445(a) of the SDWA also clarified 
EPA’s authority to require monitoring, 
reporting and public notification of 
levels of any contaminant for which an 
MCL has not been established.

This amendment establishes special 
monitoring, reporting and notification 
requirements for sodium, an otherwise 
unregulated contaminant, as now 
authorized by the SDWA. Although it 
appears in 40 CFR Part 141, it is not, 
strictly speaking, a NIPDWR. Therefore, 
it has been included in Subpart E of Part 
141 which was established when EPA 
promulgated special monitoring 
requirements for organic chemicals in 
drinking water in 1975 (40 FR 59588, 
December 24,1975). States will not be 
required to adopt these special 
requirements for. sodium as a condition 
for maintaining or obtaining primary 
enforcement responsibility under 
section 1413 of the SDWA. These 
requirements will be enforceable by 
EPA under the separate enforcement 
authorities provided under section 
1414(c) of the SDWA. Nevertheless, 
States are urged to adopt these 
requirements as State drinking water 
regulations to minimize the federal 
enforcement role in primacy States. The 
sodium requirements will be effective 18 
months following promulgation to afford 
States ample time to adopt them.
Systems must complete the first round of

sampling within 12 months of the 
effective date. ■

The purpose of a sodium monitoring 
program is to assure that affected 
persons are informed, so they can make 
necessary adjustments in water usage. 
Suppliers of the water will be required 
to report to EPA and/or the State the 
results of such sodium monitoring within 
the first 10 days of the month following 
the month in which the sample results 
were received. Suppliers of water are 
required to notify appropriate local and 
State public health officials of the 
sodium levels by written notice within 
three months of receipt of results. 
However, where the State has adopted 
this regulation and provides the notice 
to the local and State public health 
officials, the supplier may be relieved of 
this particular notice requirement. A 
copy of each notice sent in compliance 
with these requirements must be sent to 
EPA (or the State) within 10 days of its 
issuance.

Review  o f the M ajor Issues— Monitoring 
for Sodium

In the proposal, EPA solicited 
comments on the merits of the proposed 
notification requirements, the feasibility 
of establishing an appropriate MCL for 
sodium, factors for determining the 
appropriate monitoring frequency, and 
the proposed effective date for 
implementing the regulation.

Of the 55 comments received on the 
proposed monitoring requirements for 
sodium, 22 expressed general support 
but indicated specific reservations, 25 
presented no value judgment but made 
specific comments, and 8 were opposed.

The proposed amendment would have 
required suppliers to directly notify the 
public of the sodium concentrations in 
their water. EPA suggested that 
suppliers could implement such 
notification by including sodium 
concentrations on their water bills or 
any other convenient means.

Twenty-nine out of the fifty-five 
comments received on the proposed 
sodium amendment opposed direct 
consumer notification. Most of these 
commenters favored public notification 
via health agencies and physicians, 
permitting the public to be informed 
through these resources upon their own 
request. Eight commenters thought that 
such notification should only be 
required if the sodium levels were 
“high” (e.g., 20 to 270 mg/1). The main 
objection to direct consumer notification 
was that since only a small fraction of 
the population is affected by sodium, an 
unnecessary burden would be placed on 
the supplier. Many thought that the 
public would be confused or falsely 
alarmed over reported sodium

concentrations on water bills; several 
indicated that space for proper 
clarification on the water bill would be 
lacking and that the printing and 
distribution of additional material by the 
suppliers would be costly. A few 
commenters expressed concern over the 
logistic problems of consumer 
notification, noting that in some 
locations such as apartment complexes, 
residents are not billed independently, 
Some commenters considered it illogical 
to notify the public of sodium content in 
water when this was not being done for 
foods which are the more significant 
source.

Nine commenters favored direct 
consumer notification (as proposed) 
provided that the requirement only 
pertain to supplies having “high” sodium 
concentrations (e.g., 20 to 250 mg/1).
Only a few commenters indicated 
support for direct consumer notification 
for all systems.

EPA has deleted the direct public 
notification requirement. The final 
amendment requires suppliers of water 
to report their sodium concentrations to 
EPA and/or the State and to designated 
local and State public health officials. If 
the State notifies the local and State 
public health officials, public water 
systems are relieved of this requirement. 
Hie public and physicians can be 
informed of sodium levels in their water 
by contacting their local public health 
office, the State, or water system. Of 
course, systems can opt to regularly 
report sodium concentrations to the 
public along with other primary or 
secondary regulation parameters, as 
some already do.

Suppliers with sodium concentrations 
above 20 mg/1 should prevent further 
increase in their levels during the 
treatment process. At this time, EPA 
does not expect systems to apply 
treatment technology to reduce their 
sodium levels below that of their raw 
water source because of the high cost of 
the only available treatment technology.

Nine of the seventeen commenters 
who addressed the feasibility of 
establishing an MCL were opposed to 
such a requirement, mainly because of 
the lack of available cost-effective 
technology for reducing sodium levels. 
Some commenters felt that not enough 
evidence is available to implicate 
sodium as a health risk. Several 
commenters thought that an MCL would 
be inappropriate since the percentage 
intake of sodium in water relative to 
food tends to be very small; an MCL 
would thus only affect a very small 
percentage of people on restricted 
sodium diets, who in turn could buy 
bottled water for an overall more cost- 
effective solution.
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Eight commenters suggested that if an 
MCL were established it should be 
higher than EPA’s stated goal of 20 mg/1 
(ranging from 100 to 250 mg/1). 
Otherwise, too many supplies would not 
be able to meet the level without 
incuring very high treatment costs. The 
commenter also stated that a low MCL 
would also conflict with EPA’s corrosion 
control objectives since sodium 
compounds are sometimes the most 
cost-effective treatment.

EPA recognizes that the available 
technology for sodium removal is 
expensive and would not necessarily be 
cost-effective to meet national 
regulations at this time. At this time, 
insufficient data is available on the 
significance of risk from sodium in 
drinking water and thus setting an MCL 
is now not appropriate. However, the 
Agency will reconsider if additional 
data becomes available. The health 
risks related to sodium intake are 
further discussed in responses to 
specific comments in Appendix A and in 
the Statement of Basis and Purpose.

In the preamble to the proposed 
regulations, EPA stated that 20 mg/1 of 
sodium was a goal. Many commenters 
felt that this was an unrealistic 
statement considering the lack of 
available cost-effective treatment 
technologies; EPA recognizes the 
difficulty that many systems would have 
in achieving a level of 20 mg/1 and the 
statement has been revised to state that 
20 mg/1 or less of sodium should be 
considered as an optimum for drinking 
water. Suppliers having raw waters 
above 20 mg/1 are encouraged to 
minimize the addition of sodium 
compounds in their treatment process. . 
Water systems should be sensitive to 
the levels of sodium in their drinking 
water sources and evaluate treatments 
that avoid the addition of sodium, such 
as by using lime when possible rather 
than soda ash to adjust the pH for 
corrosion control.

Most of the commenters raised no 
objections to the proposed monitoring 
frequencies. Of the 8 comments 
responding to this issue, 8 thought higher 
monitoring frequency should be required 
due to the variability of sodium 
concentrations, 3 suggesting that the 
State or primacy agency determine such 
frequencies on a case-by-case basis. 
Other comments suggested basing the 
monitoring frequency on population 
served, and applying the same 
monitoring frequency to surface as well 
as groundwater.

The amendment sets a specified 
minimum frequency for surface and 
groundwater systems and includes 
provisions which would encourage 
States to implement more frequent

monitoring where needed. Since 
groundwaters tend to have more stable 
sodium concentrations than surface 
waters, they are not required to be 
monitored as frequently. In regard to 
monitoring on the basis of population 
served, EPA believes this would add 
unnecessary costs; monitoring frequency 
should be based on variability of 
concentration rather than population. 
Coliform monitoring requirements are 
based on population because they are 
indicators of potential acute health risk, 
and because their presence is 
susceptible to high variation in case of 
failure in the water treatment process.

Three commenters objected to 
implementing the regulation 18 months 
following promulgation. Two preferred 
that additional time be provided but one 
suggested instituting the effective date 
two months following promulgation 
since no treatment modifications would 
be needed to meet an MCL*

EPA is strongly urging the States to 
adopt these requirements to minimize 
the federal role. EPA believes that 18 
months will provide sufficient time for 
States to formally adopt these 
requirements and systems can complete 
the first round of sampling and reporting 
within an additional 12 months.

Other comments are addressed in 
Appendix A and the costs and economic 
impact associated with the sodium 
requirements are discussed below under 
the subheading, “Economic and Energy 
Assessment.”

Corrosion Control
The final regulations on corrosion 

control have been changed and include 
specific requirements for public water 
systems to (1) identify the presence of 
specific types of materials used in 
distribution systems and to (2) monitor 
several corrosivity-related 
characteristics for a duration of one 
year. The proposal set forth a corrosion 
control program that would have 
initially required monitoring to assess 
the corrosivity of the water, followed by 
implementation of corrosion control 
measures. Commenters stated that 
although control of corrosion was an 
important concern the proposed 
corrosion control program lacked 
specific requirements. As discussed in 
the preamble to the proposed 
regulations, the problems of corrosive 
waters are unique to the circumstances 
in each public water system in that the 
quality of water varies, existing 
treatment systems can impact die 
corrosive nature of the water, and the 
occurrence and distribution of materials 
of construction of the distribution 
system are specific to each system.
Thus, regulations were proposed to

control corrosion and corrosion by­
products by implementation of corrosion 
control programs under the direction of 
the State; the program was to include 
monitoring for corrosivity 
characteristics, and implementation of 
control measures where needed. It was 
anticipated that the EPA regulations 
would provide direction but the actual 
corrosion control programs at each 
public water system could best be 
determined at the State and local level.

Sixty-eight comments were received 
concerning the proposed corrosion 
control program. The consensus was 
that the proposal lacked specific criteria 
and guidelines for methods, procedures, 
and implementation of the corrosion 
control program. Other commenters 
opposed the establishment of MCLs for 
corrosion that would be based upon one 
or more of the corrosivity indices. Some 
of these commenters, however, 
suggested that the indices may be used 
to identify corrosive waters. Other 
commenters suggested that regulations 
for control of corrosion should be based 
upon specific MCLs for contaminants 
resulting from corrosion. Similarly, 
several commenters felt that since MCLs 
are already established for the common 
corrosion by-products of lead and 
cadmium, corrosion control should be 
implemented through monitoring and 
meeting the MCL requirements.

The commenters agreed with the 
Agency that corrosion is a complex 
phenomenon and the occurrence of 
corrosion-related contaminants is not 
uniform in water supply systems. The 
proposal took into account that in many 
instances corrosion-related problems 
may be unique to each water supply 
system. Thus, the Agency was not 
specific in order to provide as much 
latitude as possible to the States and 
suppliers to detect, evaluate and solve 
corrosion related problems in a feasible 
and economical manner, and on a case- 
by-case basis if necessary.

The Agency believes that corrosion is 
a very significant concern not only 
affecting the aesthetic quality of the 
water but having a serious economic 
impact and posing health implications. 
Corrosion by-products containing 
materials such as lead and cadmium 
have been associated with serious risks 
to the health of consumers of drinking 
water. In addition, by-products of 
corrosion commonly include such 
compounds as zinc, iron, and copper for 
which secondary MCLs have been set in 
the NSDWR; occurrence of these 
compounds, as a result of corrosion, 
should be considered indicators of 
potential health risk because, as stated 
in the NSDWR, high levels of
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contaminants in the NSDWR can pose a 
health risk; also, if corrosive waters are 
leaching these compounds from piping 
materials, it is very likely that other 
compounds of health concern are also 
leaching from the pipes. Further, a 
number of epidemiological studies 
indicate that there may be an increased 
incidence of cardiovascular disease 
associated with the consumption of soft 
waters, which tend to be corrosive 
(however, this subject is still under 
investigation).

Results of two independent studies 
estimate that approximately 16% of the 
public water systems in the United 
States distribute waters that are highly 
aggressive (U <  —2.0), while an 
additional 52% distribute moderately 
aggressive waters (-^2.0 <  LI <  0.0). It 
is also known that only a limited 
number of these systems have instituted 
corrosion control measures.

The Agency carefully evaluated the 
merits of the issues raised by the 
commenters. GPA maintains that 
corrosion control is a serious concern 
and implementation of a corrosion 
control program would best be 
accomplished on a case-by-case basis. 
In addition, it is apparent that specific 
directions are desirable to initially 
identify distribution system materials 
subject to attack by corrosive waters 
and to identify corrosive waters 
followed by bareful on-site evaluations 
of control options.

Originally, the Agency considered the 
use of the Aggressive Index (AI), the 
Ryznar Index (RI) and the Langelier 
Index (LI) to determine the corrosive 
tendencies of the water. These indices 
are not a direct measure of the 
corrosivity of the water but rather are 
indicators of the calcium carbonate 
stability which may be used to predict 
whether or not a calcium carbonate 
(CaCOs) layer may be deposited and 
maintained on pipe surfaces to protect 
against corrosion. The Agency 
recognizes that these indices may not be 
ideal as a determinant for corrosive 
characteristics of drinking water in all 
instances.

The Langelier Index defines the 
tendency of the water to form or 
dissolve calcium carbonate scales by 
comparing the saturation pH of the 
calcium carbonate (pHs) with the 
measured pH of the water,
LI=pH —pHs. While negative values 
resulting from the difference between 
pH and pHs express the tendency of the 
water to be corrosive, positive values 
express a supersaturated condition 
indicating the formation of a protective 
scale of calcium carbonate on interior 
surfaces of the distribution system. At 
equilibrium, the LI has a value of 0.

The RI, which is a variation of the LI, 
is also calculated from the pHs of 
calcium carbonate saturation by the 
formula, R I= 2 pHs—pH, and provides 
an indication of the relative scale 
forming or aggressive tendencies of the 
water. Calcium carbonate scale 
deposition increases proportionally as 
the index drops below 6, and corrosion 
increases as it rises above 6, with 
extremely aggressive conditions for 
values of 10 and above.

In calculating the RI and LI, the pH, 
alkalinity, hardness, temperature arid 
the TDS content of the water are taken 
into consideration. The AI, established 
as a criterion for determining the quality 
of the water that can be transported 
through asbestos cement pipe without 
adverse effects, is calculated from the 
pH, calcium hardness in mg/1 as CaCOs 
(h) and the total alkalinity in mg/1 as 
CaCOs (A) of the water by the formula 
A I=pH +log (AH). The AI does not 
consider the effects of temperature and 
TDS on thé corrosive tendency of the 
water. An AI of 12 or above indicates 
non-aggressive water, while values of
10-11.9 is a possible indication of 
moderately aggressive conditions. AI 
values below 10 indicate extremely 
aggressive conditions.

The formation of a protective CaCOs 
layer is dependent cm the pH, alkalinity, 
hardness, total dissolved solids (TDS) 
and the temperature of the water, each 
of which may independently affect the 
corrosive tendencies of the water. For 
instance, soft low alkalinity waters 
having either low or excessively high pH 
are corrosive even though the calculated 
LI may indicate non-corrosive tendency. 
In these instances, due to the 
insufficient amount of calcium ions and 
alkalinity, no protective CaCOs film can 
form. Since the materials used in 
distribution systems to convey the water 
are often amphoteric in nature, with the 
exception of asbestos cement or plastic 
pipes, corrosion will occur when either 
excessively low or high pH waters are 
conveyed.

Waters having high pH values and 
sufficient hardness and alkalinity may 
also exhibit corrosive tendencies even 
though the LI indicates non-corrosive 
conditions. At high pH levels formation 
of various calcium and magnesium 
complexes may result in the removal of 
calcium and alkalinity from active 
concentrations of their normal form thus 
preventing the formation and 
maintenance of a protective CaCOs 
layer. Since analytical procedures fail to 
distinguish between these forms, 
deposition of a CaCOs film may not be 
predicted reliably using any of the 
calcium carbonate saturation indices.

The corrosive tendencies of the water 
to particular metals such as the ones 
used in distribution systems are also 
significantly influenced by the amount 
of TDS. Waters containing TDS 
exceeding 150 mg/1 may exhibit 
corrosive tendencies. The presence of 
various ions such as sulfates and 
chlorides in the water may interfere 
with the formation and maintenance of a 
uniform protective CaCOs layer on 
metal surfaces. In addition, the presence 
of these ions will accelerate the 
corrosion process.

Because of the influence of the various 
parameters involved, it is generally 
agreed that the LI may only be 
applicable to determine the corrosive 
tendencies of the water within a pH 
range of 6.5 to 9.5 provided that a 
sufficient amount of calcium ions and 
alkalinity over 40 mg/1 are present in the 
water.

In response to comments and in 
continuing to emphasize that corrosion 
is a serious concern, a revised strategy 
has been developed regarding the 
control of corrosion-related 
contaminants in public water supply 
systems; the Agency has decided to 
confront the problem of corrosion by 
four steps as follows:

(1) Require systems to determine the 
presence of specific materials of 
construction of the distribution system;

(2) Require monitoring for parameters 
influencing the corrosivity 
characteristics of water by community 
water systems;

(3) Encourage through State direction 
and assistance the implementation of 
corrosion control measures at systems 
distributing corrosive waters;

(4) Require systems with corrosive 
waters and distribution materials 
vulnerable to contamination due to 
corrosion to increase monitoring for 
corrosion by-products, such as lead, 
cadmium, zinc, copper and iron.

In order to accomplish these goals, the 
Agency is taking the following steps:

(1) Requirements are being 
established by these regulations to 
determine the presence of specific 
materials in distribution systems and to 
monitor for characteristics of 
corrosivity; only one year of monitoring 
and reporting is required in order to 
assess the corrosivity characteristics of 
the water,

(2) EPA will also provide guidance to 
States to assist in accessing the 
problems of corrosivity and the most 
cost-effective treatment methods; and

(3) A separate rule-making will 
propose regulations for increased 
monitoring for other corrosion related 
contaminants.
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In recognition of the importance of the 
role of various parameters affecting the 
corrosivity of the water, the final 
regulations include specific 
requirements for monitoring and 
reporting the pH, alkalinity, hardness, 
and TDS of the water in addition to the 
LI. A number of States have already 
established requirements for reporting 
and monitoring of some of these 
parameters plus sulfate and chloride 
levels which are included in the 
National Secondary Drinking Water 
Regulations; States are encouraged to 
require monitoring for sulfate and 
chloride levels as indicators of 
corrosivity characteristics. The Agency 
feels that knowledge of these 
parameters in addition to the LI will 
provide a better basis for evaluating the 
corrosive tendencies of waters. In 
certain instances, where asbestos 
cement pipe is in contact with the water, 
the AI may be reported instead of the LI.

These regulations finalize the initial 
step in the proposed corrosion control 
program; systems will identify the types 
of materials used in their distribution 
systems and will determine if the waters 
being distributed have corrosive 
characteristics. For systems distributing 
corrosive waters, it is expected that 
corrosion control measures would be 
implemented under the direction of the 
State.

Inclusion of the requirement that the 
community water supply system identify 
andreport to the State Ûie materials of 
construction in the distribution system 
including service lines and home 
plumbing is to assure that the potential 
for the occurrence of corrosion by­
products is known.'Systems must 
complete their assessments and report 
to the State within 12 months of the 
effective date of the regulation.

Occurrence of corrosion related 
contaminants, such as lead, cadmium, 
copper, iron, zinc and asbestos, is a 
function of both water quality and 
distribution system factors. Thus, in 
addition to determining the corrosive 
nature of the water, the water supplier 
should determine and report whether 
the following materials of construction 
are present in the distribution system:

1. Lead used in piping, solder, 
caulking, interior lining of distribution 
mains, alloys and home plumbing.

2. Copper used in piping and alloys, 
service lines, and home plumbing.

3. Galvanized piping, service lines, 
and home plumbing.

4. Ferrous piping materials such as 
cast iron and steel.

5. Asbestos cement pipe.
In addition, other distribution system 

materials have been shown to contribute 
contaminants to the drinking water;

tetrachloroethylene has been measured 
in some waters distributed through vinyl 
lined asbestos cement pipe, and 
polynuclear aromatic hydrocarbons 
have been found in some waters 
distributed through piping and tank 
materials coated with coal tar. Thus, 
States are provided the discretion to 
require systems to identify and report 
the use of other types of materials, such 
as vinyl lined asbestos cement pipe or 
coal tar lined materials.

A number of approaches are available 
to determine the presence of materials 
in distribution systems which have the 
potential for contaminating drinking 
water supplies. These include, among 
others, general knowledge of the system 
along with consulting records and 
knowledge of plumbing codes and 
practices, surveys at the consumers’ 
homes, questionnaires, and possibly 
meter readers gathering information.

While the regulations only require 
community water systems to determine 
the presence of the above materials, it is 
recommended that the systems, in 
considering the potential for corrosion 
problems, will also determine the extent 
of usage of the materials in the 
distribution system; this would allow for 
evaluation of the significance of the 
potential for release of corrosion by­
products into the drinking water. 
Availability of this information 
regarding water quality and the 
presence of specific materials of 
construction will enable the primary 
enforcement agency to determine which 
water supply system should initiate 
corrosion control measures.

In addition, regulations will be 
proposed in a separate rule-making that 
will require increased monitoring for 
corrosion by-products, such as lead and 
cadmium, for systems distributing 
potentially corrosive waters with 
materials in the distribution system that 
could contribute corrosion by-products 
to the drinking water. In those cases 
where the monitoring showed MCLs to 
be violated, it is expected that corrosion 
control measures would be 
implemented.

Summary o f the Corrosion 
Characteristics Regulations

The regulations being promulgated 
are:

(1) All community water supply 
systems are to collect and analyze 
samples to determine the corrosive 
characteristics of the water by 
monitoring and reporting the alkalinity, 
pH, hardness, temperature, TDS of the 
water; also, the Langelier Index must be 
reported which can be calculated from 
the above parameters. The regulations 
provide that certain systems may report

the Agressive Index (AI) in lieu of the 
Langelier Index since the AI may be 
more appropriate for certain systems 
that use asbestos-cement pipe; the State 
is provided the discretion to make this 
determination.

Monitoring for the above parameters 
to define the corrosivity characteristics 
of the water need not be repeated after 
the initial round(s) of sampling; 
however, States are provided the 
discretion to require additional 
monitoring. The effective date of the 
regulations is 18 months following the 
promulgation date. The monitoring and 
reporting requirements must be 
completed within 12 months following 
the effective date of the regulation. This 
Will provide States sufficient time to 
adopt these regulations and assure that 
systems have conducted the monitoring. 
Systems are encouraged to conduct the 
monitoring as early as feasible.

(2) Samples shall be taken at each 
plant at a representative entry point into 
the distribution system. Sampling is 
specified at a representative entry point 
of the distribution system because 
substances within the distribution 
system could influence the corrosive 
characteristics of the water. For 
instance, water passing through 
asbestos-cement pipe tends to become 
less aggressive because of an increase 
in hardness and pH resulting from the 
leaching of calcium salts. Two samples 
within one year are to be taken from 
each treatment plant using a surface 
water source in order to account for the 
extremes in water quality variations, 
such as one sample in mid-summer or 
one sample in mid-winter (or high flow, 
low flow). During the course of the year, 
surface waters may undergo significant 
variations in pH, hardness, alkalinity, 
total dissolved solids and temperature 
which can influence the aggressiveness 
of the water. For instance, the total 
dissolved solids (TDS) content and the 
hardness of the water may vary 
considerably during periods of seasonal 
drought or rainfall. Addition of 
industrial discharges or “acid rain” may 
significantly affect the pH of the water, 
dependent upon the amount of water 
contributed relative to the size of the 
receiving body of the water. Variations 
in pH of the water may also be 
influenced by the natural buffering 
capacity of the water. Thus, to account 
for changes in water quality, surface 
water systems are required to determine 
the corrosivity characteristics twice 
during one year, taking each sample 
when the water quality is at an extreme . 
for the year.

For groundwater sources, one sample 
per plant is required; less frequent
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monitoring is appropriate for ground 
water systems because the quality of the 
water is relatively constant. Multiple 
wells from a common aquifer can be 
considered a single plant in regard to 
sampling requirements. States upon 
their discretion may increase the 
sampling requirements.

In certain cases the State may allow 
the use of the AI instead of the LI to 
determine the corrosivity of the water.
In addition, the States may also require 
additional monitoring in instances 
where it is felt that the use of the LI 
would be inadequate as an indicator of 
the corrosive tendency of the water. The 
RI, which is based upon the same 
parameters as the LI is slightly more 
complicated to determine than the LI 
and the results indicate similar 
characteristics as the LI; thus, the RI 
was not included in these regulations. 
Use of the AI, which is less sensitive 
than the LI (i.e., the AI does not take 
into account the temperature and TDS of 
the water),.is appropriate primarily for 
those systems which use asbestos- 
cement pipe in the distribution systems.

Table 1 summarizes the corrosivity 
characteristics associated with the 
Langelier and the Aggressive Indices.

Table  1 .—Corrosivity Characteristics as 
Addressed by Indices1

Corrosive characteristics Langelier
index

Aggressive
index

Highly aggressive................. . ... <  -2 .0 ___ -  <  10.0.
Moderately aggressive................ -2 .0  to < 10.0 to <

0.0. 12.0.
Nonaggressive........................._. > 0.0 ........... - >  1Z0.

’ As noted previously, indices may be an appropriate 
measure at corrosive characteristics in all cases.

(3) All community water supply 
systems are required to determine the 
presence and report to the State the 
materials of construction of the 
distribution system including service 
lines and home plumbing.

Systems are expected to implement 
corrosion control measures if the 
monitoring results indicate corrosive 
characteristics based upon the 
individual parameters or as indicated by 
the LI or AI. States are encouraged to 
provide directions and technical 
assistance to the public water systems 
in evaluating options for corrosion 
control. A discussion on available 
corrosion control treatment methods is 
included in the Statement of Basis and 
Purpose.

A nalytical and Econom ic 
Considerations

The analytical methods to determine 
the parameters influencing corrosivity 
do not generally require sophisticated 
equipment or procedures. To calculate

the LI (Standard Method No. 203,14th 
Edition, as shown in Appendix B), it is 
necessary to determine the methyl 
orange alkalinity, calcium ion 
concentration, pH, temperature and total 
dissolved solids (TDS). The pH and 
temperature will have to be determined 
at the sample site, while the other 
parameters can be determined at the 
laboratory (Standard Methods #208,
212, 306,403 and 424,14th Edition). To 
calculate the AI, it is necessary to 
measure the alkalinity, calcium ion 
concentrations, and the pH. For details 
on the LI and the AI, see Appendix B.

The estimate for determining the LI, 
which includes all of the required 
parameters, by a commercial laboratory 
is approximately $20 (measurement of 
AI would be less). Based upon this 
estimate, the total national cost for the 
approximately 60,000 public water 
supply systems covered by this 
regulation is estimated to be $1.5 
million. One time per capita costs for the 
smallest surface and groundwater 
systems (serving 25 people) are $1.60 
and $0.80, respectively. One time per 
capita costs for the largest systems of 
both source types are expected to be 
less than $0.01. Costs for each system 
associated with the determination of the 
presence of materials in distribution 
systems are expected to be minimal. The 
majority of systems could probably 
accomplish this very quickly based upon 
common knowledge of local 
construction practices.

Additional information is presented in 
the Basis and Purpose Document and 
detailed comments and Agency 
responses are included in Appendix A.

Non-Community W ater Supply System s
The amendments for non-community 

water supply systems promulgated 
herein do not, with two exceptions, vary 
from those that were proposed in July
1979. The conditions for allowing nitrate 
levels up to 20 mg/1 have been revised 
and the specific condition requiring the 
absence of nitrite has been deleted. 
However, levels above one mg/1 nitrite 
should not be exceeded and States 
should take this factor into 
consideration when evaluating the 
applicability of this amendment to 
public water systems. In addition, the 
non-community system is required to 
notify annually appropriate local and 
State public health officials that the 
nitrate levels exceed 10 mg/1. The other 
revision was an extension of the 
deadline for nitrate monitoring for an 
additional six months to a total of 18 
months beyond the original deadline of 
June 24,1979. Not all non-community 
systems have been able to complete the 
monitoring and the revised deadline of

December 24,1980, should provide 
sufficient time for non-community 
systems to meet the requirements. The 
comments received on the other 
amendments involving the non­
community water supply systems did 
not contain sufficient new information 
to require changes. The most significant 
comments involving the nitrate MCL are 
discussed below, while detailed 
analyses of these and other comments 
regarding the amendments for non­
community water supplies are provided 
in Appendix A.

The majority of commenters 
supported the proposed amendment of 
the regulations which provides that 
nitrate levels up to 20 mg/1 may be 
allowed for non-community systems. 
However, the commenters objected to 
the fourth and fifth conditions of the 
provision which stipulated that the 
supplier of water must demonstrate, to 
the satisfaction of the State, that “(4) no 
nitrites are present in the drinking 
water,” and that “(5) no adverse health 
effects will result.” These commenters 
indicated that the analytical test is 
extremely sensitive, and that in most 
cases, a measurable trace of nitrite 
would likely be present; thus, this 
condition could rarely, if ever, be met by 
the non-community water system. Some 
commenters suggested that a “realistic” 
nitrite limit be set at one mg/1. The 
health implications of nitrite are 
essentially the same as nitrate in 
regards to methemoglobinemia except 
that the effect of nitrite is direct since 
metabolism is not required to reduce the 
nitrate to nitrite. For community water 
systems, a maximum level of one mg/1 
nitrite was suggested in the Basis and 
Purpose Document supporting the 
nitrate MCL in the NIPDWR and a level 
of one mg/1 nitrite has been established 
in Canada based upon the occurrence of 
methemoglobinemia. However, since 
this provision for allowing up to 20 mg/1 
nitrate is predicated upon not allowing 
access to the drinking water by infants, 
EPA has determined that it is not 
necessary to set a limit for the nitrite 
levels; thus, the condition that nitrites 
should not be present has been deleted. 
However, levels of nitrite should not 
exceed one mg/1 and it is suggested that, 
in applying this provision, States should 
make a judgment based upon all 
relevant factors for each specific 
system, including the levels of nitrite.

In regards to the levels of nitrite, 
States should also consider that 
significant levels of nitrite in drinking 
water are usually an indicator of gross 
contamination by agricultural practices 
or sewage and reducing conditions. In 
these cases, examination of the source
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of contamination and increased 
monitoring for microbiological 
contaminants would be recommended.

While the condition on nitrite has 
been deleted, the condition that states 
“no adverse health effects will result” 
has been retained. This condition is the 
finhl safeguard and is left as general 
guidance as a contingency if the other 
conditions are not met.

Several commenters felt that the 
proposed requirement that the suppliers 
notify local physicians was unclear and 
could impose a large burden for some 
supplies in the suburbs of a large city. 
This condition has been revised so that 
the supplier would notify appropriate 
local and State public health authorities 
on an annual basis. It is expected that 
the local and State health authorities 
would notify appropriate physicians in 
the locality of the public water system.

Economic and Energy Assessm ent

A  detailed regulatory analysis of the 
proposed amendments was not 
conducted due to the routine nature of 
the amendments and the expected 
decrease in the economic burden 
associated with these amended 
NIPDWR. Further, these amendments 
are generally not expected to have 
significant impacts upon resources or 
reporting requirements. The economics 
associated with each of the amendments 
are explained below. Energy impacts ?re 
negligible.

Changes in the microbiological 
monitoring and reporting requirements 
should result in unquantifiable but 
known savings to local water supply 
facilities. The savings reflect fewer 
public notifications. Although these 
savings are relatively small on a 
national scale, they are significant to the 
water utilities affected.

It is anticipated that the amendment 
on alternate analytical methods will 
have a minimal economic impact. 
Laboratories that are presently using 
equipment for new alternate methods, 
will have cost savings, since the need 
for equipment purchase for the 
previously approved methods will be 
eliminated. No changes in costs are 
expected in laboratories that do not 
adopt these procedures. The overall 
economic effect of the amendment on 
alternate techniques should be no cost 
increase, and in some cases a cost 
savings, since a greater analytical 
flexibility will be provided.

Changes in the regulations which 
affect non-community water systems 
will result in savings associated with 
reduced monitoring and public 
notification. Again, the extent of these 
reductions will be small in terms of

national costs, but may be significant for 
individual suppliers.

Changes in public notification 
requirements will decrease costs. Some 
of these savings will be significant for 
small supplies.

Changes in the fluoride regulations 
are only for clarification, and will not 
affect the associated cost in any way.

As indicated previously, a 
requirement for monitoring and 
notification of sodium concentrations in 
drinking water will result in new costs 
to drinking water utilities. Based upon 
$10 per sample analysis, total national 
annual costs associated with this 
regulation are estimated to oe $450,000 
with annual per capita costs for the 
smallest systems (25 customers) of $0.80 
for surface supplies and $0.13 for 
groundwater supplies, and less than 
$0.01 for the largest systems of both 
source types. These new costs do not 
impact all systems since some States * 
already require monitoring for sodium.

Monitoring for corrosivity 
characteristics does not require 
sophisticated equipment or procedures. 
Determination of the Langelier Index 
involves measurement of hardness, 
alkalinity, pH, total dissolved solids, 
and temperature (the Aggressive Index 
only requires hardness, alkalinity and 
pH); in many cases, the water system 
will be able to conduct the analyses in 
their own laboratory. For many of the 
smaller systems, States will likely 
continue providing analytical services to 
the utilities. Based upon an estimate of 
$20 per LI analysis by a commercial 
laboratory, the total one time national 
cost would be $1.5 million with 
maximum per capita costs for the 
smallest systems (25 customers) of $1.60 
and $0.80 for surface and groundwater 
systems, respectively, and less than 
$0.01 per capita for die largest systems 
of both source types. Costs for each 
system associated with identifying the 
composition of materials of construction 
in the distribution systems are expected 
to be negligible.

In regard to reporting and resource 
impacts, it is expected that the reporting 
requirements will have negligible 
impacts because of the infrequency of 
monitoring and the fact that reporting 
would occur through the system already 
established and in use for compliance 
with the primary regulations. Thus, 
additional resources are not expected to 
be necessary at the Federal, State and 
local levels.

The effective date is immediately 
upon promulgation except that the 
requirements for sodium monitoring and 
reporting, determination of the types of 
materials in the distribution system, and 
monitoring and reporting corrosivity

characteristics will be effective 18 
months after datte of promulgation. The 
sodium and corrosion requirements must 
be completed within 12 months 
following the effective date. The 
Statement of Basis and Purpose 
Document which provides additional 
supporting information for the sodium 
and corrosivity monitoring requirements 
is available upon request at EPA 
headquarters, 401M Street, S.W., 
Washington, D.C., and for reading at 
EPA regional offices.

Under Executive Order 12044, EPA is 
required to judge whether a regulation is 
“significant” and therefore subject to the 
procedural requirements of the Order or 
whether it may follow other specialized 
development procedures. EPA labels 
these regulations “specialized.” I have 
reviewed this regulation and determined 
that it is a specialized regulation not 
subject to the procedural requirements 
of Executive Order 12044.

Dated: August 19,1980.
Barbara Blum,
Acting Administrator.

Accordingly, 40 CFR, Part 141, is 
amended as follows:

1. By revising § 141.6 (c) and (d) to 
read as follows:

§ 141.6 Effective dates. 
* * * * *

(c) The regulations set forth in 141.11
(a), (c) and (d); 141.14(a)(1); 
141.14(b)(1)(c); 141.14(b)(2)(i); 141.14(d);
141.21 (a), (c) and (i); 141.22 (a) and (e); 
141.23 (a)(3) and (a)(4); 141.23(f); 
141.24(a)(3); 141.24 (e) and (f); 141.25(e); 
141.27(a); 141.28 (a) and (b); 141.31 (a),
(c), (d) and (e); 141.32(b)(3); and 
141.32(d) shall take effect immediately 
upon promulgation.

(d) The regulations set forth in 141.41 
shall take effect 18 months from the date 
of promulgation. Suppliers must 
complete the first round of sampling and 
reporting within 12 months following the 
effective date.

(e) The regulations set forth in 141.42 
shall take effect 18 months from the date 
of promulgation. All requirements in 
141.42 must be completed within 12 
months following the effective date.

2. Amending § 141.11 (a) and (d) to 
read as follows:

§ 141.11 Maximum contaminant levels for 
inorganic chemicals.

(a) The MCL for nitrate is applicable 
to both community water systems and 
non-community water systems except as 
provided by in paragraph (d). The levels 
for the other organic chemicals apply 
only to community water systems. 
Compliance with MCLs for inorganic
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chemicals is calculated pursuant to 
§ 141.23.
*. * * * *

(d) At the discretion of the State, 
nitrate levels not to exceed 20 mg/1 may 
be allowed in a non-community water 
system if the supplier of water 
demonstrates to the satisfaction of the 
State that:

(1) Such water will not be available to 
children under 6 months of age; and

(2) There will be continuous posting of 
the fact that nitrate levels exceed 10 
mg/1 and .the potential health effects of 
exposure; and

(3) Local and State public health 
authorities will be notified annually of 
nitrate levels that exceed 10 mg/1; and

(4) No adverse health effects shall 
result.

3. Amending § 141.11(c) to read as 
follows:

§ 141.11 Maximum contaminant levels for 
inorganic chemicals. 
* * * * *

(c) Fluoride at optimum levels in 
drinking water has been shown to have 
beneficial effects in reducing the 
occurrence of tooth decay.

4. Amending § 141.14 (a)(1), (b)(l)(i),
(b)(2)(i), and revising (d) to read as 
follows:

§ 141.14 Maximum microbiological 
contaminant levels.

(a) * * *
(1) One per 100 milliliters as the 

arithmetic mean of all samples 
examined per compliance period 
pursuant to § 141.21(b) or (c), except 
that, at the primacy Agency’s discretion 
systems required to take 10 or fewer 
samples per month may be authorized to 
exclude one positive routine sample per 
month from the monthly calculation if:
(i) as approved on a case-by-case basis 
the State determines and indicates in 
writing to the public water system that 
no unreasonable risk to health existed 
under the conditions of this 
modification. This determination should 
be based upon a number of factors not 
limited to the following: (A) the system 
provided and had maintained an active 
disinfectant residual in the distribution 
system, (B) the potential for 
contamination as indicated by a 
sanitary survey, and (C) the history of 
the water quality at the public water 
system (e.g. MCL or monitoring 
violations); (ii) the supplier initiates a 
check sample on each of two 
consecutive days from the same 
sampling point within 24 hours after 
notification that the routine sample is 
positive, and each of these check 
samples is negative; and (iii) the original 
positive routine sample is reported and

recorded by the supplier pursuant to 
1141.31(a) and § 141.33(a). The supplier 
shall report to the State its compliance 
with the conditions specified in this 
paragraph, and a summary of the 
corrective action taken to resolve the 
prior positive sample result. If a positive 
routine sample is not used for the 
monthly calculation, another routine 
sample must be analyzed for compliance 
purposes. This provision may be used 
only once during two consecutive 
compliance periods.

(b)(1) * * *
(i) More than 10 percent of the 

portions (tubes) in any one month 
pursuant to § 141.21 (b) or (c) except 
that, at the State’s discretion, systems 
required to take 10 or fewer samples per 
month may be authorized to exclude one 
positive routine sample resulting in one 
or more positive tubes per month from 
the monthly calculation if: (A) as 
approved on a case-by-case basis the 
State determines and indicates in 
writing to the public water system that 
no unreasonable risk to health existed 
under the conditions of this 
modification. This determination should 
be based upon a number of factors not 
limited to the following: (1) the system 
provided and had maintained an active 
disinfectant residual in the distribution 
system, (2) the potential for 
contamination as indicated by a 
sanitary survey, and (5) the history of 
the water quality at the public water 
system (e.g. MCL or monitoring 
violations); (B) the supplier initiates a 
check sample on each of two 
consecutive days from the sampling 
point within 24 hours after notification 
that the routine sample is positive, and 
each of these check samples is negative; 
and (C) the original positive routine 
sample is reported and recorded by the 
supplier pursuant to § 141.31(a) and 
§ 141.33(a). The supplier shall report to 
the State its compliance with the 
conditions specified in this paragraph 
and report the action taken to resolve 
the prior positive sample result. If a 
positive routine sample is not used for 
the monthly calculation, another routine 
sample must be analyzed for compliance 
purposes. This provision may be used 
only once during two consecutive 
compliance periods.

(b)(2) * * *
(i) More than 60 percent of the 

portions (tubes) in any month pursuant 
to § 141.21 (b) or (c), except that, State 
discretion, systems required to take 10 
or fewer samples per month may be 
authorized to exclude one positive 
routine sample resulting in one or more 
positive tubes per month from the 
monthly calculation if: (A) as approved 
on a case-by-case basis the State

determines and indicates in writing to 
the public water system that no 
unreasonable risk to health existed 
under the conditions of this 
modification. This determination should 
be based upon a number of factors not 
limited to the following: (1) the system 
provided and had maintained an active 
disinfectant residual in the distribution 
system, (2) the potential for 
contamination as indicated by a 
sanitary survey, and (iii) the history of 
the water quality at the public water 
system (e.g. MCL or monitoring 
violations); (B) the supplier initiates two 
consecutive daily check samples from 
the same sampling point within 24 hours 
after notification that the routine sample 
is positive, and each of these check 
samples is negative; and (C) the original 
positive routine sample is reported and' 
recorded by the supplier pursuant to 
§ 141.31(a) and § 141.33(a). The supplier 
shall report to the State its compliance 
with the conditions specified in this 
paragraph and a summary of the 
corrective action taken to resolve the 
prior positive sample result. If a positive 
routine sample is not used for the 
monthly calculation, another routine 
sample must be analyzed for compliance 
purposes. This provision may be used 
only once during two consecutive ■ 
compliance periods. 
* * * * *

(d) If an average MCL violation is 
caused by a single sample MCL 
violation, then the case shall be treated 
as one violation with respect to the 
public notification requirements of 
§ 141.32.

8. Amending § 141.21 (a) and (c) to 
read as follows and adding (i):

§ 141.21 Microbiological contaminant 
sampling and analytical requirements.

(a) Suppliers of water for community 
and non-community water systems shall 
analyze or use the services of an 
approved laboratory for coliform 
bacteria to determine compliance with 
§ 141.14. Analyses shall be conducted in 
accordance with the analytical 
recommendations set forth in' "Standard 
Methods for the Examination of Water 
and Wastewater,” American Public 
Health Association, 14th Edition,
Method 908A, Paragraphs 1 ,2  and 3— 
pp. 918-918; Method 908D, Table 908:I—  
p. 923; Method 909A, pp. 928-935, or 
"Microbiological Methods for 
Monitoring the Environment, Water and 
W astes,” U.S. EPA, Environmental 
Monitoring and Support Laboratory, 
Cincinnati, Ohio 45268—EPA-600/8-78- 
017, December 1978. Available from 
ORD Publications, CERI, U.S. EPA, 
Cincinnati, Ohio 45268. Part III, Section
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B 1.0 through 2.6.2, pp. 108-112; 2.7 
through 2.7.2(c), pp. 112-113; Part III, 
Section B 4.0 through 4.6.4(c), pp. 114- 
118, except that a standard sample size 
shall be employed. The standard sample 
used in ihe membrane filter procedure 
shall be 100 milliliters. The standard 
sample used in the 5 tube most probable 
number (MPN) procedure (fermentation 
tube method) shall be 5 times the 
standard portion. The standard portion 
is either 10 milliliters or 100 milliliters as 
described in § 141.14 (b) and (c). The 
samples shall be taken at points which 
are representative of the conditions 
within the distribution system.
*  *  *  *  *

(c) The supplier of water for a non­
community water system shall be 
responsible for sampling coliform 
bacteria in each calendar quarter that 
the system pro Andes water to the public. 
Such sampling shall begin within two 
years after promulgation. The State can 
adjust the monitoring frequency on the 
basis of a sanitary survey, the existence 
of additional safeguards such as a 
protective and enforced well code, or 
accumulated analytical data. Such 
frequency shall be confirmed or 
modified on the basis of subsequent 
surveys or data. The frequency shall not 
be reduced until the non-community 
water system has performed at least one 
coliform analysis of its drinking water 
and shown to be in compliance with 
§ 141.14.
*  *  *  *  *

(i) The State has the authority to 
determine compliance or initiate 
enforcement action based upon 
analytical results or other information 
compiled by their sanctioned 
representatives and agencies.

9. Amending § 141.22(a) to read as 
follows and adding (e):

§ 141.22 Turb id ity  sam pling and analytical 
requirem ents.

(a) Samples shall be taken by 
suppliers of water for both community 
and non-community water systems at a 
representative entry point(s) to the 
water distribution system at least once 
per day, for the purpose of making 
turbidity measurements to determine 
compliance with § 141.13. If the State 
determines that a reduced sampling 
frequency in a non-community system 
will not pose a risk to public health, it 
can reduce the required sampling 
frequency. The option of reducing the 
turbidity frequency shall be permitted 
only in those public water systems that 
practice disinfection and which 
maintain an active residual disinfectant 
in the distribution system, and in those

cases where the State has indicated in 
writing that no unreasonable risk to 
health existed under the circumstances 
of this option. The turbidity 
measurements shall be made by the . 
Nephelometric Method in accordance 
with the recommendations set forth in 
"Standard Methods for Examination of 
Water and Wastewater,” American 
Public Health Association, 14th Edition, 
pp. 132-134; or Method 180.1,1- 
Nephrometric Method.
* * * * *

(e) The State has the authority to 
determine compliance or initiate 
enforcement action based upon 
analytical results or other information 
compiled by their sanctioned 
representatives and agencies.

10. Amending § 141.23(a)(3), adding 
(a)(4) and amending (f) (1) through (10) 
to read as follows;

§ 141.23 Inorganic chemical sampling and 
analytical requirements.

(a) * *v *
(3) For non-community water systems, 

whether supplied by surface or ground 
sources, analyses for nitrate shall be 
completed by December 24,1980. These 
analyses shall be repeated at intervals 
determined by the State.

(4) The State has the authority to 
determine compliance'or initiate 
enforcement action based upon 
analytical results and other information 
compiled by their sanctioned 
representatives and agencies.
* * * * *

(f) * * *
(1) Arsenic—Method 1206.2, Atomic 

Absorption Furnace Technique; or 
Method 1206.3, or Method 4D2972-78A, 
or Method 2 301.A VII, pp. 159-162, or 
Method 31-1062-78, pp. 61-63, Atomic 
Absorption—Gaseous Hydride; or 
Method 1206.4, or Method 4 D-2972-78A, 
or Method 2404-;A and 404-B(4),

1 “Methods of Chemical Analysis of W ater and 
W astes,” EPA Environmental Monitoring and 
Support Laboratory, Cincinnati, Ohio 45268 (EPA- 
600/4-79-020), March 1979. Available from ORD 
Publications, CER1, EPA, Cincinnati, Ohio 45268. For 
approved analytical procedures for metals, the 
technique applicable to total metals must be used.

3 “Standard Methods for the Examination of 
W ater and Wastewater,” 14th Edition, American 
Public Health Association, American W ater Works 
Association, W ater Pollution Control Federation, 
1976.

3 Techniques of Water—Resources Investigation 
of the United States Geological Survey, Chapter A - 
1, “Methods for Determination of Inorganic 
Substances in W ater and Fluvial Sediments,” Book 
5,1979, Stock #024-001-03177-9. Available from 
Superintendent of Documents, U.S. Government 
Printing Office, Washington, D.C. 20402.

4 Annual Book of ASTM Standards, part 31 
Water, American Society for Testing and Materials, 
1976, Race Street, Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 19103.

Spectrophotometric, Silver 
Diethyldithiocarbamate.

(2) Barium—Method1 208.1, or 
Method2 301-A IV, pp. 152-155, Atomic 
Absorption—Direct Aspiration; or 
Method1208.2, Atomic Absorption

Furnace Technique.
(3) Cadmium—Method 1213.1, or 

Method 4 3557-78A or B, or Method * 
301-A II or III, pp. 148-152, Atomic 
Absorption—Direct Aspiration; or 
Method 1213.2, Atomic Absorption 
Furnace Technique.

(4) Chromium—Method 1218.1, or 
Method 4 D-1687-77D, or Method 2 301- 
A II or III, pp. 148-152, Atomic 
Absorption—Direct Aspiration; or 
Chromium—Method 1218.2, Atomic, 
Absorption Furnace Technique.

(5) Lead—Method 1239.1, or Method 4 
D-3559-78A or B, or Method 2 301-A II 
or III, pp. 148-152, Atomic Absorption— 
Direct Aspiration; or Method 1289.2, 
Atomic Absorption Furnace Technique.

(6) Mercury—Method 1245.1, or 
Method 4 D-3223-79, or Method 2 301-A 
VI, pp. 156-159, Manual Cold Vapor 
Technique; or Method 1245.2,
Automated Cold Vapor Technique.

(7) Nitrate—Method 1352.1, or 
Method 4D-992-7.1, or Method 2419-D, 
pp. 427-429, Colorimetric Brucine; or 
Method 1353.3, or Method 4D-3867-79B, 
or Method 2419-C, pp. 423-427, 
Spectrometric, Cadmium Reduction; 
Method 1353.1, Automated Hydrazine 
Reduction; or Method 1353.2, or 
Method 4 D-3867-79A, or Method 2 605, 
pp. 620-624, Automated Cadmium 
Reduction.

(8) Selenium—Method 1270.2, Atomic 
Absorption Technique; or Method 1 , 
270.3; or Method 31-1667-78, pp. 237-239, 
or Method 4 D-3859-79, or Method 2 301- 
A VII, pp. 159-162, Hydride 
Generation—Atomic Absorption 
Spectrophotometry.

(9) Silver—Method 1272.1, or Method 2 
301-A II, Atomic Absorption—Direct 
Aspiration; or Method 1272.2, Atomic 
Absorption Techniques Furnace 
Technique.

(10) Fluoride—Electrode Method, or 
SPADNS Method, Method 2414-B and C, 
pp. 391-394, or Method 1340.1, 
"Colorimetric SPADNS with Bellack 
Distillation,” or Method 1340.2, 
"Potentimetric Ion Selective Electrode;” 
or ASTM Method 4Q ll79-72; or 
Colorimetric Method with Preliminary 
Distillation, Method 2 603, Automated 
Complexone Method (Alizarin Fluoride 
Blue) pp. 614-616; or Automated 
Electrode Method, “Fluoride in Water 
and Wastewater,” Industrial Method 
#380-75WE, Technicon Industrial 
Systems, Tarrytown, New York 10591, 
February 1976, or "Fluoride in Water
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and Wastewater Industrial Method 
#129-71W,” Technicon Industrial 
Systems, Tarry town, New York 10591, 
December 1972; or Fluoride, Total, 
Colorimetic, Zirconium—Eriochrome 
Cyanine R Method 3—1-3325-78, pp. 
365-367.

11. Amending § 141.24(a)(3), (e) and (f) 
to read as follows:

§ 141.24 O rganic chem ical sam pling and  
analytical requirem ents .

(a) * * *
(3) The State has the authority to 

determine compliance or initiate 
enforcement action based upon 
analytical results and other information 
compiled by their sanctioned 
representatives and agencies.
* * * * *

(e) Analysis made to determine 
compliance with § 141.12(a) shall be 
made in accordance with “Methods for 
Organochlorine Pesticides and 
Chlorophenoxy Acid Herbicides in 
Drinking Water and Raw Source 
Water,“ available from ORD 
Publications, CERI, EPA, Cincinnati, 
Ohio 45268; or “Organochlorine 
Pesticides in Water,” 1977 Annual Rook 
of ASTM Standards, part 31, Water, 
Method D3088; or Method 509-A, pp. 
555-565; 2 or Gas Chromatographic 
Methods for Analysis of Organic 
Substances in W ater,5 USGS, Book 5, 
Chapter A-5, pp. 24-39.

(f) Analysis made to determine 
compliance with § 141.12(b) shall be 
conducted in accordance with “Methods 
for Organochlorine Pesticides and 
Chlorophenoxy Acid Herbicides in 
Drinking Water and Raw Source 
Water,” available from ORD 
Publications, CERI, EPA, Cincinnati, 
Ohio 45268; or “Chlorinated Phenoxy 
Acid Herbicides in Water,” 1977 Annual 
Book of ASTM Standards, part 31, 
Method D3478; or Method 509-B, pp. 
555-5692; 2 or Gas Chromatographic 
Methods for Analysis of Organic 
Substances in W ater,5 USGS, Book 5, 
Chapter A-3, pp. 24-39.

§ 141.25 [A m end ed ]
12. Amending § 141.25 to add (e):
(e) The State has the authority to

determine compliance or initiate 
enforcement action based upon 
analytical results or other information 
compiled by their sanctioned 
representatives and agencies.

13. Amending § 141.27(a) to read as 
follows:

te ch n iq u es of W ater—Resources Investigation 
of the. United States Geological Survey, Chapter A - 
3, “Methods for Analysis of Organic Substances in 
Water,” Book 5,1972, Stock #2401-1227. Available 
from Superintendent of Documents, U.S. 
Government Printing Office, Washington, D.C. 
20402.

§ 141.27 Alternate analytical techniques.
(a) With the written permission of the 

State, concurred in by the Administrator
of the U.S. EPA, an alternate analytical 
technique may be employed. An 
alternate technique shall be accepted 
only if it is substantially equivalent to 
the prescribed test in both precision and 
accuracy as it relates to the 
determination of compliance with any 
MCL. The use of the alternate analytical 
technique shall not decrease the 
frequency of monitoring required by this 
part.

14. Amending § 141.28 to read as 
follows:

§ 141.28 Approved laboratories.
(a) For the purpose of determining 

compliance with § 141.21 through
§ 141.27, samples may be considered 
only if they have been analyzed by a 
laboratory approved by the State except 
that measurements for turbidity, free 
chlorine residual, temperature and pH 
may be performed by any person 
acceptable to the State.

(b) Nothing in this Part shall be 
construed to preclude the State or any 
duly designated representative of the 
State from taking samples or from using 
the results from such samples to 
determine compliance by a supplier of 
water with the applicable requirements 
of this Part.

15. Amending § 141.31 (a) and (c) and 
adding paragraphs (d) and (e) to read as 
follows:

§ 141.31 Reporting requirements.
(a) Except where a shorter period is 

specified in this part, the supplier of 
water shall report to the State the 
results of any test measurement or 
analysis required by this part within (A) 
the first ten days following the month in 
which the result is received or (B) the 
first ten days following the end of the 
required monitoring period as stipulated 
by the State, whichever of these is 
shortest.
*  *  *  *  *

(d) The water supply system, within 
ten days of completion of each public 
notification required pursuant to
§ 141.32, shall submit to the State a 
representative copy of each type of 
notice distributed, published, posted, 
and/or made available to the persons 
served by the system and/or to the 
media.

(e) The water supply system shall 
submit to the State within the time 
stated in the request copies of any 
records required to be maintained under 
§ 141.33 hereof or copies of any 
documents then in existence which the 
State or the Administrator is entitled to 
inspect pursuant to the authority of

§ 1445 of the Safe Drinking Water Act or 
the equivalent provisions of State law.

16. Amending § 141.32 (b)(3) and (d) to 
read as follows:

§ 141.32 Public notification.
*  *  *  *  *

(b) * * *
(3) Except that the requirements of 

this subsection (b) may be waived by 
the State if it determines that the 
violation has been corrected promptly 
after discovery, the cause of the 
violation has been eliminated, and there 
is no longer a risk to public health. 
* * * * *

(d) If a non-community wafer system 
fails to comply with an applicable MCL 
established in Subpart B of this part, 
fails to comply with an applicable 
testing procedure established in Subpart 
C of this part, is granted a variance or 
an exemption from an applicable MCL, 
fails to comply with the requirements of 
any schedule prescribed pursuant to a 
variance or exemption, or fails to 
perform any monitoring requirement 
pursuant to section 1445(a) of thé Act, 
the supplier of water shall give notices 
by continuous posting of such failure or 
granting of a variance or exemption to 
the persons served by the system as 
long as the failure or granting of a 
variance or exemption continues. The 
form and manner for such notices shall 
be prescribed by the State and shall 
ensure that the public using the system 
is adequately informed of the failure or 
granting of the variance or exemption.

17 Amending Subpart E to read as 
follows:

Subpart E—Special Monitoring 
Regulations for Organic Chemicals 
and Otherwise Unregulated 
Contaminants
§ 141.41 Special monitoring for sodium.

(a) Suppliers of water for community 
public water systems shall collect and 
analyze one sample per plant at the 
entry point of the distribution system for 
the determination of sodium 
concentration levels; samples must be 
collected and analyzed annually for 
systems utilizing surface water sources 
in whole or in part, and at least every 
three years for systems utilizing solely 
ground water sources. The minimum 
number of samples required to be taken 
by the system shall be based on the 
number of treatment plants used by the 
system, except that multiple wells 
drawing raw water from a single aquifer 
may, with the State approval, be 
considered one treatment plant for 
determining the minimum number of 
samples. The supplier of water may be 
required by the State to collect and 
analyze water samples for sodium more
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frequently in locations where the 
sodium content is variable.

(b) The supplier of water shall report 
to EPA and/or the State the results of 
the analyses for sodium within the first 
10 days of the month following the 
month in which the sample results were 
received or within the first 10 days 
following the end of the required 
monitoring period as stipulated by the 
State, whichever of these is first. If more 
than annual sampling is required the 
supplier shall report the average sodium 
concentration within 10 days of the 
month following the month in which the 
analytical results of the last sample used 
for the annual average was received.
The supplier of water shall not be 
required to report the results to EPA 
where the State has adopted this 
regulation and results are reported to 
the State. The supplier shall report the 
results to EPA where the State has not 
adopted this regulation.

(c) The supplier of water shall notify 
appropriate local and State public 
health officials of the sodium levels by 
written notice by direct mail within 
three months. A copy of each notice 
required to be provided by this 
paragraph shall be sent to EPA and/or 
the State within 10 days of its issuance. 
The supplier of water is not required to 
notify appropriate local and State public 
health officials of the sodium levels 
where the State provides such notices in 
lieu of the supplier.

(d) Analyses for sodium shall be 
performed by the ñame photometric 
method in accordance with the 
procedures described in “Standard 
Methods for the Examination of Water 
and Wastewater,” 14th Edition, pp. 250- 
253; or by Method 273.1, Atomic 
Absorption—Direct Aspiration or 
Method 273.2, Atomic Absorption— 
Graphite Furnace, in “Methods for 
Chemical Analysis of Water and 
W aste,” EMSL, Cincinnati, EPA, 1979; or 
by Method Dl428-64(a) in Annual Book 
of ASTM Standards, part 31, Water.

18. Adding a § 141.42 to read as 
follows:

§ 141.42 Special monitoring for corrosivity 
characteristics.

(a) Suppliers of water for community 
public water systems shall collect 
samples from a representative entry 
point to the water distribution system 
for the purpose of analysis to determine 
the corrosivity characteristics of the 
water.

(1) The supplier shall collect two 
samples per plant for analysis for each 
plant using surface water sources 
wholly or in part or more if required by 
the State; one during mid-winter and 
one during mid-summer. The supplier of

the water shall collect one sample per 
plant for analysis for each plant using 
ground water sources or more if 
required by the State. The minimum 
number of samples required to be taken 
by the system shall be based on the » 
number of treatment plants used by the 
system, except that multiple wells 
drawing raw water from a single aquifer 
may, with the State approval, be 
considered one treatment plant for 
determining the minimum number of 
samples.

(2) Determination of the corrosivity 
characteristics of the water shall include 
measurement of pH, calcium hardness, 
alkalinity, temperature, total dissolved 
solids (total filterable residue), and 
calculation of the Langelier Index in 
accordance with paragraph (c) below.
The determination of corrosivity 
characteristics shall only include one 
round of sampling (two samples per 
plant for surface water and one sample 
per plant for ground water sources). 
However, States may require more 
frequent monitoring as appropriate. In 
addition, States have the discretion to 
require monitoring for additional 
parameters which may indicate 
corrosivity characteristics, such as 
sulfates and chlorides. In certain cases, 
the Aggressive Index, as described in 
paragraph (c), can be used instead of die 
Langelier Index; the supplier shall 
request in writing to the .State and the 
State will make this determination.

(b) The supplier of water shall report 
to EPA and/or the State the results of 
the analyses for the corrosivity^ 
characteristics within the first 10 days of 
the month following the month in which 
the sample results were received. If 
more frequent sampling is required by 
the State, the supplier can accumulate 
the data and shall report each value 
within 10 days of the month following 
the month in which the analytical results 
of the last sample was received. The 
supplier of water shall not be required 
to report the results to EPA where the 
State has adopted this regulation and 
results are reported to the State.

(c) Analyses conducted to determine 
the corrosivity of the water shall be 
made in accordance to the following 
methods:

(1) Langelier Index—“Standard 
Methods for the Examination of Water 
and Wastewater,” 14th Edition, Method 
203, pp. 61-63.

(2) Aggressive Index—"AWWA 
Standard for Asbestos-Cement Pipe, 4 
in. through 24 in. for Water and Other 
Liquids,” AWWA C400-77, Revision of 
C400-75, AWWA, Denver, Colorado.

(3) Total Filtrable Residue—“Standard 
Methods for the Examination of Water 
and Wastewater,” 14th Edition, Method

208B, pp. 92-93; or “Methods for 
Chemical Analysis of Water and 
W astes,” Method 160.1.

(4) Temperature—“Standard Methods 
for the Examination of Water and 
Wastewater,” 14th Edition, Method 212, 
pp. 125-126.

(5) Calcium hardness—EDTA 
Titrimetric Method “Standard Methods 
for the Examination of Water and 
Wastewater,” 14th Edition, Method 
309B, pp. 202-206; or “Annual Book of 
ASTM Standards,” Method D1126-67 
(8).

(6) Alkalinity—Methyl Orange and 
paint pH 4.5. “Standard Methods for the 
Examination of Water and 
Wastewater,” 14th Edition, Method 403, 
pp. 278-281; or “Annual Book of ASTM 
Standards,” Method D1067-70B; or 
“Methods for Chemical Analysis of 
Water and Wastes,” Method 310.1.

(7) pH—“Standard Methods for the 
Examination of Water and 
Wastewater,” 14th Edition, Method 424, 
pp. 460-465; or “Methods for Chemical 
Analysis of Water and W astes,” Method 
150.1; or “Annual Book of ASTM 
Standards,” Method D129378 A or B.

(8) Chloride—Potentiometric Method, 
“Standard Methods for the Examination 
of Water and Wastewater,” 14th 
Edition, p. 306.

(9) Sulfate—Turbidimetric Method, 
“Methods for Chemical Analysis of « 
Water and W astes,” pp. 277-278, EPA, 
Office of Technology Transfer, 
Washington, D.C. 20460,1974, or 
“Standard Methods for the Examination 
of Water and Wastewater,” 13th 
Edition, pp. 334-335,14th Edition, pp. 
496-498.

(d) Community water supply systems 
shall identify whether the following 
construction materials are present in 
their distribution system and report to 
the State:

• Lead from piping, solder, caulking, 
interior lining of distribution mains, 
alloys and home plumbing.

• Copper from piping and alloys, 
service lines, and home plumbing.

• Galvanized piping, service lines, 
and home plumbing.

• Ferrous piping materials such as 
cast iron and steel.

• Asbestos cement pipe.
In addition, States may require 
identification and reporting of other 
materials of construction present in 
distribution systems that may contribute 
contaminants to the drinking water, 
such as:

• Vinyl lined asbestos cement pipe.
• Coal tar lined pipes and tanks.

Appendix A—Response to Public Comments
, Comments submitted to the Agency and 
statements presented at the public hearing in

1

11
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response to the July 19,1979, proposed , 
regulations, are summarized below along 
with EPA’8 responses.
Community W ater ¡Supply System s

141.11 Fluorides
Nineteen comments were received by the 

Agency as a result of EPA’s endorsement of 
fluoridation practices and the addition of a 
statement to the NIPDWR clarifying that 
there is not a contradiction between the 
fluoride MCL and fluoridation practices. 
Ei^iteen of the comments dealt with the 
various aspects of established fluoride MCLs, 
treatment techniques to remove fluorides, 
monitoring and sampling for fluorides, and 
whether or not the MCL for fluorides should 
belong in the National Secondary Drinking 
Water Regulations (NSDWR) radier than in 
the NIPDWR. Only one commenter addressed 
EPA’s action of endorsing fluoridation. This 
commenter felt that the Agency acted 
illegally since he felt that endorsement of 
fluoridation by EPA violates the spirit and 
the letter of the law.

The questions raised by the commentera 
regarding established MCLs, treatment 
techniques, and monitoring and analytical 
techniques were addressed when the 
NIPDWR and the NSDWR were promulgated 
and will again be considered in the 
development of the Revised Regulations. No 
changes to the existing MCL for fluoride were 
included in the proposal; thus, the comments 
were not directed toward the proposed 
regulations. In regard to the legality of EPA’s 
action, a statement supporting the concept of 
controlled fluoridation does not violate 
Section 1412(b)(6) of the SDWA which states 
that “po primary drinking water regulation 
may require the addition of any substance for 
preventative health care purposes unrelated 
to contamination of drinking water.” Thus, 
the statement of clarification and the 
statement that endorses fluoridation have 
been retained.
141.14 M icrobiology

Ten commentera suggested that a change in 
the current coliform standard was needed. 
Seven objected to the monthly average MCL 
and expressed one or more of the following: 
a) States should have the option of adopting 
the monthly MCL requirement; b) the 
response time to non-compliance is too long 
for the “monthly average” MCL to be 
meaningful; c) relating health risk to the 
number of coliforms present is questionable; 
it is better to use coliform presence or 
absence as an indicator of bacteriological 
pollution; and d) good water supplies 
consistently show no coliforms; thus, coliform 
presence or absence should be used as the 
only indicator of bacteriological quality.

One commenter suggested that monitoring 
requirements should be based on source type 
radier than population. Another thought that 
fecal coliforms rather than total coliforms 
should be the required indicator. One 
commenter felt that criteria should be based 
on long-term monitoring surveillance of 12 to 
76 months since few coliform occurrences 
actually indicate disease outbreaks.

These commenters’ concerns were directed 
toward the coliform MCL rather than the 
specific requirements in the proposal. EPA is

cu rrently  conducting a  com prehensive  
evalu ation  o f the regulations on  
m icrobiological con tam in ants an d  each  of 
these com m ents will be carefully  con sid ered  
in developm ent o f the R evised  R egulations.

S everal com m enters sta ted  th at the “an d /  
or” provision o f the am endm ent w a s  u n clear  
an d  suggested clarification  p rior to  
prom ulgation. M an y com m enters interpreted  
the am endm ent a s  requiring a  system  to  h ave  
an  a ctiv e  d isinfectant resid ual before being  
eligible for excluding a  sam ple from  the  
m onthly M CL calculation . Eight com m enters  
opposed such a  “prerequisite,” som e  
exp ressin g  th at sy stem s w ith no chlorine  
resid ual a re  m ore likely to  h ave  
m isrepresentative sam ples than  system s  
having such a  residual. O th er com m enters  
“ag reed " w ith having a  “prerequisite” o f an  
a ctiv e  d isinfectant residual.

H ie  ab ove com m enters m isinterpreted  the  
w ording o f the am endm ent sin ce  m aintaining  
an  a ctiv e  d isinfectant residual is n ot a  
prerequisite fo r being eligible for the  
provisions o f the am en d m en t F o r  purposes of 
clarification , the w ording of the am endm ent 
h as been changed. T h e am endm ent applies to  
all system s w here the S ta te  h as determ ined  
an d  ind icated  in w riting th at no u nreason ab le  
risk to health  w ould e x ist a s  a  result o f this 
provision. W h ile disinfection is n ot a  
req u irem en t E P A  strongly en cou rages the  
m ain ten an ce o f an  a ctiv e  d isinfectant 
residual, an d  this should b e  a  m ajo r fa c to r  in 
S ta tes’ determ ination  o f n o  u nreason ab le risk  
to h ealth . ^

Seven  com m enters sta ted  th at the  
am endm ent should apply to  all system  sizes. 
M ost argued th at con tam in ation  of one  
sam ple in large system s w ould m ak e them  
unjustly susceptible to  a  sp eciou s m onthly  
M CL violation.

The amendment was proposed in response 
to problems of unnecessary public 
notification in small systems that may result 
from false positive analytical results that do 
not reflect the actual water quality. EPA has 
studied the distribution of single sample and 
average MCL coliform violations as a 
function of supply system size. As the 
number of monthly samples increases, the 
sensitivity of the monthly average to any high 
value decreases. Thus, EPA has determined 
that the spurious monthly MCL violations are 
minor in systems serving over 9,400. The 
amendment has, therefore, not been changed 
to include large systems.

T h ree com m enters felt th at additional 
latitude should b e provided for sm all system s  
and the following item s w ere suggested: (a) 
allow ing the M CL to  b e exce e d e d  m ore than  
o n ce  before requiring public notification; (b) 
allow ing one o f the n egative ch eck  sam ples  
to b e included in the m onthly average  
calculation ; (c) allow ing use o f the provisions  
for excluding one sam ple frofn the m onthly  
av erag e  m ore than  o n ce  p er com p lian ce  
period; (d) n ot requiring reporting to the S tate  
until eith er o f the tw o  ch eck  sam ples is  
positive; (e) m aking the am endm ent 
applicable for ev ery  com p lian ce period; and
(f) allow ing sm all system s to  b e exem p t 
altogether from  public notification.

Each of these items has been considered in 
determination of the final provisions of the 
amendment. However, no changes were

m ad e in the am endm ent; E P A  en courages  
stringent quality con trol in sam pling and  
an aly sis  an d  an y lessening o f th e conditions  
se t in this am endm ent could com prom ise the  
safety  of the w a te r  served  b y  sm all w a te r  
system s.

T h ree com m enters sta ted  th at “no  
unreasonab le risk to health ” should be  
defined so  th at the p rim acy agen cy  ca n  
ev alu ate  if a  supplier is eligible for the  
am endm ent.

T h e purpose o f this c lau se  is to  assu re  th at 
in rendering th at judgm ent the S tate  con d u cts  
a  com prehensive evalu ation  of e ach  w a te r  
sy stem  in o rd er to  a sse ss  the p otential for 
con tam in ation  a t e a ch  site. S tric t definition of  
the criteria  w ould n ot be possible sin ce the  
S tate  m ust ev alu ate  all pertinent facto rs on a  
ca se -b y -ca se  b asis . S ta te s  a re  en couraged  to  
in itiate evalu ation s in a  sy stem atic  m anner 
p rior to  receiving a  petition from  the public 
w a te r  system , such th at carefu l 
con sid eration , including a  san itary  survey  
an d  an  evalu ation  o f the h istory of the w a te r  
quality (e.g., M CL o r m onitoring violations), 
ca n  b e  given to  all ap prop riate fac to rs. It is 
n ot exp ected  th at system s m aintaining a  
disinfection resid ual in the distribution  
system  w ould rece iv e  an  au tom atic ap proval 
for application  o f this provision; h ow ever, 
this should b e a  prim e fa c to r in the  
determ ination  o f “no u nreason ab le risk to  
health ” sin ce  the evalu ation  should be  
con du cted  on a  case -b y -ca se  b asis  of all 
releven t facto rs.

T w o  com m enters felt th at the proposed  
am endm ent w a s  too  lenient since sm all 
sy stem s tend  to h av e  g rea ter d isease  
in cid en ce than  larger ones. T h eir suggestions 
included in creasing the required m onitoring  
frequency to  a t  least four sam ples p er m onth, 
an d  requiring disinfection for all sy stem s th at 
tak e  less th an  ten sam ples p er m onth.

E P A  w ill co n sid er those suggestions a s  it 
p rep ares the R evised  Prim ary Drinking W a te r  
Regulation. Th e cu rrent am endm ents a re  
intended for the interim  until R evised  
R egulations a re  form ulated. E P A  strongly  
en cou rages disinfection an d  m ain ten an ce o f  
an  activ e  d isinfectant resid ual to  prevent 
con tam in ation  in the distribution system  and  
to provide a  m argin o f safety . In regard  to  
in creased  m onitoring o r requiring  
disinfection, m an y sm all sy stem s alread y  
p ractice  disinfection but exp erien ce  problem s  
in a  higher in ciden ce o f coliform  violation s  
than  in large system s p artly  b ecau se  of 
in con sisten t operation  o r distribution system  
problem s. E P A  b elieves th at health  risks for 
such  system s could be minim ized by b etter  
operation  and m ain ten an ce and com p lian ce  
w ith existin g regulations. T h e am endm ent 
should red u ce av erag e  M CL violation s  
cau sed  by spurious sam ple results for sm all 
sy stem s w ithout com prom ising the safety  of  
the w a te r  to  the public. It is again  
em phasized  th at th ese are  interim  regulations  
an d  these com m enters con cern s will be  
carefully  con sid ered  in developm ent of the  
R evised  R egulations.

One commenter stated that the concept of 
24-hour follow-up “check samples” is not 
feasible because of unavailable mail or 
laboratory service on the weekend.

M an y lab o ratories provide service  through  
the w eeken d, an d  sam ples ca n  be sen t
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expeditiously v ia  private p ostal bus service . 
W h erev er possible, utilities n ot having easy  
a cce ss  to w eekend coliform  an aly ses should  
attem pt to m onitor in the early  p art of the 
w eek, allow ing for the contingency of follow ­
up “ch eck  sam ples” prior to the w eekend.

O ne com m enter felt that the am endm ent 
d oes n ot in d icate w h at actio n  should be  
taken if one o r both ch eck  sam ples are  
positive.

Th e am endm ent sta te s  th at each  o f the  
ch eck  sam ples m ust be n egative in ord er to  
exclu d e the original positive sam ple from  the  
com pliance requirem ents. This ind icates that 
if either o f the ch eck  sam ples is positive the 
original positive sam ple m ust be used  for 
com puting the single sam ple an d  m onthly  
av erag e  value.

O ne com m enter interpreted  the am endm ent 
to  result in additional sam ples being taken; 
under the existing regulation a  single sam ple  
exceed in g  four coliform s p er 100 ml ca n  be  
discounted  if it is follow ed b y  tw o su ccessiv e  
negative sam ples; the am endm ent w ould  
require tw o n egative ch eck  sam ples and  
an oth er sam ple to  rep lace  the original, a  total 
o f three sam ples.

The com m enter is co rrect w ith resp ect to  
the single sam ple M C L  H ow ever, under the  
existing regulations, tw o su ccessiv e  n egative  
ch eck  sam ples do not allow  the original^ 
positive sam ple to be exclu d ed  from  the  
av erag e  m onthly M C L  If the minimum  
num ber of sam ples required p er m onth is four 
o r less, a t least one additional sam ple (in 
addition to the tw o n egative ch eck  sam ples) 
w ould n eed  to be taken for the system  to  
m eet com pliance w ith the av erag e  M C L  W ith  
the am endm ent, only one additional sam ple  
is needed. E PA  en courages proper sam ple  
collection  an d  handling p ractices; additional 
sam pling should not be con sid ered  a  burden  
sin ce the drinking w a te r .w as either actu ally  
con tam in ated  o r the sam ple w a s  im properly  
co llected  o r handled.

O ne com m enter sta ted  th at the am endm ent 
is not cle a r as to w hether the w a te r utilities 
m ust petition to the S tate  e ach  tim e they seek  
use o f this am endm ent o r w hether they ca n  
forego such petitions until after they h ave  
alread y  exclud ed  one positive sam ple from  
the m onthly M CL calculation  o n ce w ithin tw o  
su ccessiv e  com pliance periods.

In ord er to be eligible for excluding one 
positive sam ple from  the averge M CL  
calculation , the utility m ust petition the S tate  
w ithin 24 hours following tw o su ccessiv e  
n egative ch eck  sam ples. The utility is only  
eligible for one such exclusion  w ithin tw o  
su ccessiv e  com pliance periods.

O ne com m enter felt th at non-com pliance of 
both single sam ple and av erag e  M CLs within  
one m onth should be treated  a s  a  single 
violation  w ith resp ect to  public notification.

E PA  agrees in the c a s e  o f a  single sam ple  
leading to non-com pliance o f both M CL  
stand ard s. The am endm ent h as been changed  
to include this consideration .

O ne com m enter s ta ted  th at “active  
disinfectant residual” n eeded  to be defined.

This phrase is com m only understood to  
m ean  the p resen ce o f an  anti-m icrobial 
oxidizing agent such a s  a  free chlorine, 
com bined availab le  chlorine (C L  +  NH3), or 
chlorite residual. Since the S tate  regulates  
w hich o xid an ts are  perm issible, the term  has

not been specifically defined in order to 
provide States latitude in making this 
determination.

In the pream ble o f the proposed  
am endm ents, it w as s ta ted  that the 
lab o rato ry  d irector could d iscard  sam ples  
know n to be defective due to  poor sam pling  
o r tran sit techniques. T h ree com m enters felt 
th at a  lab o rato ry  d irector w ould n ot be  
qualified for exercisin g  such judgment.

Th e lab oratory  d irecto r ca n  in m any ca se s , 
on  the b asis  o f the condition of the sam ple  
(e.g. lid off o r sedim ent on top), e x cessiv e  
tran sit tim e (greater than  4 8  hours for 
coliform s), o r inadequate tran sit conditions  
(e.g. insufficient refrigeration) d ecid e if the  
sam ple w ould n ot be valid , Tlie lab oratory  
d irecto r should reject such sam ples from  
an alysis to  p revent the generation  of  
m isrepresentative d ata . The lab o rato ry  
can n o t re ject a  sam ple th at h as alread y  been  
an alyzed  unless he is a w a re  o f an  erro r in the  
an aly ses th at w a s  con du cted .

Th e pream ble of the proposal included a  . 
discu ssion  on sam ple storage tim e 
requirem ents. T h ree com m enters Suggested  
this w a s  inappropriate sin ce no change in  
th ese requirem ents w a s  being m ad e. Tw o  
com m enters w ere opposed to E P A  requiring 
sam ples having m ore than a  48-hour tran sit 
tim e to b e precluded from  an alysis. Th ey  
suggested th at the 48-hour cut-off point be  
used  a s  guid ance but allow ing excep tio n s  
under certain  conditions. O ne com m enter felt 
th at the 48-hour cu t-off point lack ed  
supporting d a ta  an d  could  be unjust to the 
supplier b ecau se  o f slow  p ostal service .

In ca se s  o f exp ected  long tran sit tim e w ith  
the p ostal service , E P A  suggests using the  
m ail service  provided b y p rivate  bus 
com p an ies. T h e storage tim e studies, referred  
to in the proposal, a re  still n ot com plete. Until 
then, E P A  e x p e cts  utilities to  an alyze  
sam ples a s  soon  a s  possible following  
collection  an d  certain ly  w ithin 30 hours of  
collection . The 14th  edition o f “S tan dard  
M ethods for E x am in atio n  o f W a te r  an d  
W a ste w a te r” recom m en ds th at sam ples be  
p ro cessed  w ithin one hour of collection ; If 
tran sit tim e exten d s beyond 6  hours, the  
sam ple should be refrigerated  and  
con sid eration  given to an alysis b y  a  local 
lab o rato ry  facility . “S tan d ard  M ethods for 
E xam in ation  of W a te r  an d  W a ste w a te r” 
further recom m ends that sin ce drinking w a te r  
sam ples often h ave to be tran sp orted  b y  m ail, 
the total elapsed  tim e b etw een  collection  and  
an alysis should not e x ce e d  30 hours. U nder 
extrao rd in ary  circu m stan ces a  48  hour tran sit 
tim e w ill be perm itted, but S tate  program s 
should be developed to keep tran sit tim e to a  
minimum. Sam ples aw aiting an alysis after 48  
hours should be rejected .

O ne com m enter in d icated  th at the proposal 
h ad  in correctly  p arap h rased  section  906B  in  
the 14th edition o f “S tan dard  M ethods for the  
E xam in ation  of W a te r  an d  W a ste w a te r ,” in  
saying th at “if tran sit tim e exten d s beyond 6  
hours, the sam ple should be refrigerated  and  
con sid eration  given to an alysis by a  local 
lab o rato ry .” T h e com m enter in d icated  that 
the te x t  suggests this for stream  sam ples  
w hile E P A  implies it p ertain s to drinking 
w a te r an alysis.

This w as not the intent of EPA . The  
pream ble also  included a  succeeding p assag e

from  S ection  960B  w hich sp ecifically  
recom m en ded  “th at sin ce  drinking w ater  
sam ples h ave  to be tran sp orted  by m ail, the 
to tal e lap sed  tim e b etw een  collection  and  
an alysis should not e x ce e d  30  hours.”

141.21 M icrobiological Contaminant 
Sampling and A nalytical Requirements

T h ree com m ents w ere receiv ed  concerning  
the p roposed am endm ent; all fully supported  
the am endm ent an d  thus no ch anges w ere  
m ad e.

141.23 Com pliance Monitoring and Record 
M aintenance

Fiv e  com m ents w ere  receiv ed  concerning  
the proposed  am endm ents on com p lian ce  
m onitoring an d  record  m ain ten ance; four 
fully supported the am endm ents. O ne o f  
these com m enters suggested th at the. p rim acy  
ag en cy  should inform  the supplier in w riting  
o f the intent to con d u ct sam pling an d  w ork  
coop eratively  in selecting rep resentative  
sam p ling location s in the distribution system .

N otification  o f the public w a te r  system  by  
the S ta te  o f the intent to sam ple an d  
determ ination  o f rep resen tative sam pling  
location s in a  co o p erativ e operation  is 
con sid ered  norm al operating p roced ures for 
m ost S tates, an d  is in their b est interests. 
H ow ever, in certain  ca se s , such  a s  
com p lian ce audits o r en forcem ent ca se s , this 
might b e inappropriate. No ch ange h as been  
m ad e in the am en d m en t

141.27 Alternate A nalytical Techniques
E leven  com m ents w ere received  

concerning the altern ate  an aly tical 
techniques specified  in the proposal. Eight 
com m enters supported the am endm ents and  
three exp ressed  no valu e judgm ent but m ad e  
sp ecific com m ents.

T w o com m enters felt th at the altern ate  
an aly tical techniques should be listed  in 
S ection s 1 41 .22 ,141 .23 , an d  141.24 for 
sim plicity.

A s  suggested, the a ltern ate  an aly tical  
techniques a re  listed  in S ections 141.22, 
141.23, an d  141.24.

O ne com m enter rem ark ed  th at E P A  is v ery  
slow  to a cce p t n ew  m ethods an d  to inform  
lab o ratories an d  ch em ists w hen such n ew  » 
m ethods a re  accep tab le .

In m an y ca se s , con sid erab le  tim e is needed  
to ev alu ate  the accep tab ility  o f an  altern ate  
m ethod. O ften incom plete o r u n clear d a ta  are  
provided in com paring altern ate  m ethods  
w ith ap proved  m ethods an d  frequently  
sev eral iterations in d ata  review  an d  req u ests  
for additional inform ation are  n ecessary  
b etw een  E P A  an d  the lab o rato ry  before  
evalu ation  c a n  begin. T h e  p ack age m ust be  
review ed  b y  the E PA  Environm ental 
M onitoring and Support L ab o rato ry  (EM SL) 
(C incinnati) for an aly tical ap proval and by  
EPA , O ffice of Drinking W a te r  (W ashington, 
D .C.) for con sisten cy  w ith regulatory  
con cern s.

O ne com m enter suggested th at E PA  
publish in the Fed eral R egister n ew  altern ate  
techniques on a  regular tim e b asis  an d  that 
the m ethods in the N IPD W R should be  
updated.

E P A  agrees th at n ew  altern ate  approved  
m ethods w ill periodically be published in the 
Fed eral R egister. A lso , m ethods in the
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N IPDW R h ave b een updated  an d  are  
included in the regulations.

Tw o com m enters sta ted  th at the degree of  
a ccu ra cy  o f altern ate  m ethods should be  
equivalent to  those a lread y  p rescrib ed  before  
being con sid ered  a s  altern ate  an alytical 
techniques. ,

This is the intent o f the provision for 
altern ate  an aly tical techniques. A n altern ate  
an aly tical technique shall only be accep ted  
for com pliance p urposes if it is equivalent to  
the p rescrib ed  test in a ccu ra cy  and precision , 
and h as E PA  an d  S tate  approval.

O ne com m enter cited  their lab o rato ry  as  
being unable to get reproducible results on  
the Flam eless A .A . and G raphite F u rn ace  
Technique for arsen ic and selenium  an alysis, 
an d  suggested th at further study is needed  
before these m eth od s a re  "ap p roved .”

EM SL h as received  substantial d a ta  from  
m any lab o rato ries indicating equivalent 
p recision  and a ccu ra cy  to  the p rescrib ed  
techniques for these p aram eters. T h ese  
techniques h ave thus been approved for 
com pliance m onitoring for a rsen ic and  
selenium .

141.28 Approved Laboratories
The tw o com m ents received  pertaining to  

use of approved laboratories exp ressed  full 
agreem ent.

141.30 Corrosion Control
Sixty-eight com m ents w ere received  by  

E P A  regarding the am endm ent involving  
corrosion  control. The com m ents d ealt w ith a  
w ide range of issues, involving the legal, 
health  an d  procedural asp ects  of the  
am endm ent. T w en ty-th ree of the com m enters  
con curred  w ith the A gen cy’s overall 
ap proach  to con trol corrosion , but tw enty- 
one o f these exp ressed  reservation s about 
som e asp ect of the am endm ent. Thirty of the  
com m enters objected  to the am endm ent on  
legal and proced ural grounds. The rem ainder 
of the fifteen com m enters did not exp ress  
support o r opposition to the am endm ent but 
provided recom m endations.

T hirteen  o f the com m enters objected  to  the 
proposed am endm ent b ecau se  it did not 
con tain  specific requirem ents. The  
com m enters questioned the A dm inistrator’s  
legal authority to  prom ulgate this 
am endm ent, arguing th at it is not en forceab le  
since specific requirem ents for a  m axim um  
contam inant level or requirem ents for 
treatm en t technique w ere not specified. A  
num ber of these com m enters objected  
b ecau se  the A gen cy  did not provide an  
ad eq u ate  definition for corrosivity . The 
com m enters felt that the use of the various 
indices a s  proposed by the A gency does not 
provide an  accep tab le  criteria  for corrosivity . 
H ow ever, several com m enters did s ta te  that 
the indices could be used  a s  in d icators of 
corrosive ch aracteristics  in som e locations. In 
addition, the com m enters felt that the A gency  
should be m ore specific in regard  to providing  
guidelines for m onitoring and survey  
techniques to identify corrosive w aters.

Sin ce corrosion  is a  com p lex phenom enon  
an d  the p resen ce  and o ccu rran ce  of 
con tam in ants in different w a te r supply 
system s is unique, the A gen cy  felt that S tates  
and utilities should be given a s  m uch latitude  
a s  possible to  identify and solve the problem

on a  case -b y -ca se  b asis. H ow ever, the  
A gen cy  also  feels th at specific requirem ents  
a re  d esirable in setting forth m ost regulatory  
p rogram s. Therefore, b ecau se  o f the co n cern s  
of public w a te r  system s and S tate  agencies, 
the regulations h av e  b een  revised . The  
A g en cy  continues to em phasize th at 
corrosion  is a  serious con cern  an d  h as  
decid ed  to confront the problem  a s  follow s:

E P A  h as established  m onitoring and  
reporting requirem ents in these regulations  
for corrosivity  related  ch aracteristics  by  
com m unity w a te r  system s, including  
m easurem en ts o f pH, calcium  h ard ness, 
alkalinity, tem perature, total d issolved  solids, 
and the L angelier Index (or die A ggressive  
In d ex in certain  ca se s) . In addition, S tates  
m ay  require m onitoring for o th er p aram eters  
th at m ay  affect the corrosivity  o f the drinking 
w a te r such a s  sulfates and chlorides. 
Furtherm ore, it is required th at com m unity  
w a te r supply system s determ ine an d  rep ort to  
the S ta tes the p resen ce of m aterials o f  
con struction  of their distribution system  
w hich m ay  b e  p otential sou rces of  
con tam in ants such  a s  lead , cadm ium , copper, 
iron, zinc and asb esto s  fibers. It is exp ected  
th at the inform ation gained a s  a  result o f this 
am endm ent will in crease  the aw aren ess  o f  
the w a te r  supplier to corrosion  related  
problem s in his system  and p rovide a  b asis  
for judgm ent b y the S ta te  to determ ine  
w heth er the w a te r system  is vulnerable to  
con tam in ation  b y corrosion  produ cts. F o r  
system s distributing w a te r  th at h a s  corrosive  
ch aracteristics , these sy stem s a re  exp ected  to  
im plem ent corrosion  con trol m easu res, w ith  
the direction  and guidance o f the S tate . In 
addition, the A gen cy  will p ropose in a  
sep arate  rulem aking an  am endm ent w hich  
will require th at system s w hich are  
vulnerable to  con tam in ation  b y  corrosion  b y ­
products to m onitor for co rrosion -related  
con tam in ants a t an  in creased  frequency and  
im plem ent ap prop riate m easu res to rem ove  
and control corrosion -related  con tam in ants  
w h ere needed.

Four of the com m enters exp ressed  
co n cern s about the supplier's legal authority  
to en ter hom es to con d u ct surveys, sam pling  
and m onitoring. B ecau se  o f the lack  of such  
authority, the com m enters argued th at 
com p lian ce w ith the regulation w ould b e  
difficult o r im possible.

Th é com m enters’ con cern s relative to  
obtaining sam ples and com plying w ith the  
regulations h as not been a  problem  to d ate  in 
com p lian ce w ith o th er requirem ents of the  
NIPDW R. It is exp ected  th at suppliers will be  
able to continue obtaining the con sent of 
h om eow ners for survey and sam pling  
purposes. If con sen t is not granted , suppliers 
should look tow ard  oth er hom es o r possibly  
public buildings.

Seven  of the com m enters exp ressed  
con cern s and questioned the legality  o f their 
responsibility regarding the w a te r quality a t 
the con sum er’s tap. The com m enters  
reason ed  th at they should n ot be responsible  
for the d eterioration  of w a te r quality beyond  
the distribution system  not under the  
purveyor’s jurisdiction since the changes  
m ade to the w a te r quality by the consum er 
are  not under the supplier’s control. The  
com m enters w ere  co n cern ed  ab ou t legal 
recou rse for n ot m eeting the M CL due to

corrosion  from  ap p u rtenan ces w hich a re  
under the con trol o f the user.

T h e definition o f “m axim um  con tam in ant  
levels” in S ection  141 .2(c) o f the N IPD W R  
sp ecifically  exclu d es “con tam in ants ad d ed  to  
the w a te r  under circu m stan ces con trolled  by  
the u ser, e x ce p t those resulting from  
corrosion  o f piping an d  plumbing cau sed  by  
w a te r qualify." U n is, public w a te r system s  
m ust tak e  into con sid eration  the typ es df 
m aterials used  in service  con nection s an d  in 
hom e plumbing. E P A  b elieves th at the w a te r  
supplier is responsible for d eterioration  o f  
w a te r qualify for problem s w ithin the 
supplier’s control; ad eq u ate  p rotection  is 
provided in the NIPDW R so  th at legal actio n  
again st the w a te r  supplier w ould be lim ited  
to  corrosion  problem s only w ithin the  
supplier’s  control.

Eight o f the com m enters recom m en ded  th at 
regulations for corrosion  con trol-are  m ore  
ap prop riately  ad d ressed  in the N SD W R.
They felt th at corrosion  is re lated  to  aesth etic  
an d  econ om ic phenom enon rath er than  to  
health  con cern s.

A esth etic  effects a sso cia te d  w ith corrosion  
such  a s  ta s te  an d  d iscoloration  resulting from  
corrosion  by-products, such  a s  copper, zinc  
an d  iron, a re  appropriately d ealt w ith in the  
N SD W R. H ow ever, con tam in ants a t the  
con sum er’s  tap  resulting from  the co rro sive  
actio n  o f w a te rs  could a lso  include lead  an d  
cadm ium  w hich are  health-related  
con tam in ants. Therefore, due to  th e  p resen ce  
of h ealth -related  con tam in ants resulting from  
the co rro sive actio n  of w a te r  on m aterials in 
distribution system s, the inclusion of 
corrosion  con trol in the NIPDW R is a lso  
ap prop riate.

Eighteen com m enters ad d ressed  E P A ’s  
p roposal to establish  an  M CL or M CLs for 
corrosion  using one o r m ore corrosivity  
indices including the Langelier, R yzn ar and  
the A ggressive ind ices. T h ree com m enters  
supported E P A ’s proposal to  establish  M CLs 
for corrosivity  indices; one com m enter n oted  
th at this ap p roach  w ould be b eneficial in 
a re a s  having soft corro sive  w aters  and  
an oth er o f th ese com m enters suggested that 
an  M CL b e established  for all of the three  
ind ices p roposed by EPA . T h ree com m enters  
in d icated  th at u se  of the indices to  determ ine  
corrosivity  w ould be accep tab le .

Fifteen  o f the com m enters opposed M CLs 
b ased  upon the indices; they argued th at the  
suggested ind ices a re  n ot universally  
applicable. T h ese com m enters felt th at the 
indices can n o t define an  M CL sin ce they do  
not define specific con tam in ants but ra th er a  
ten d en cy  of w a te r  qualify. In addition, the  
com m enters felt th at establishm ent o f M CLs 
w ould limit flexibility for utilities to se lect a  
treatm en t for corrosion  con trol. The  
com m enters also  exp ressed  con cern  about 
the econ om ic im plications asso cia ted  w ith  
the red u ced  options av ailab le  for the utilities 
to select a  treatm en t ap p roach  since they felt 
th at treatm en t techniques to  stabilize the  
w a te r for corrosion  con trol m ay  be m ore  
exp en sive than utilizing inhibitors for 
corrosion  control.

Th e A gen cy  feels that evalu ation  of each  of  
the p aram eters used in calculatin g the indices  
a s  w ell a s  the indices them selves is a  viable  
ap p roach  to identifying corrosion  in drinking 
w ater; in m any in stan ces a s  pointed out in
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the pream ble of the proposal, the indices m ay  
not be applicable to certain  w a te r  types. E PA  
ag rees w ith the com m enters th at in som e  
in stan ces altern ate  treatm en t m ethods such  
a s  the addition of phosphates or silicates, or 
the in crease  of the alkalinity o f the w ater, 
m ay  be just a s  effective and m ore econ om ical 
than  utilizing the principle of calcium  
carb o n ate  saturation  for corrosion  control. In 
acknow ledging this, the A gency ind icated  in 
the proposal th at “allow an ces w ould be  
m ad e for m ethods achieving non-corrosive  
w aters  not m eeting a  M CL b ased  on the 
calcium  carb o n ate  stability  o f the w ater.” On  
the b asis of the com m ents received  and  
further study, the A gency h as decided that 
establishm ent of M CLs (w hich w as p resen ted  
a s  an  altern ate  ap proach) b ased  on the 
proposed corrosivity  indices is not feasib le a t  
the p resen t tim e. H ow ever, the indices and  
their supporting m easurem ents a re  
accep tab le  a s  ind icators o f corrosivity  
ch aracteristics , and thus, a s  noted  previously, 
the regulations w ere changed to require 
m onitoring and reporting for the pH, 
alkalinity, hardness, tem perature, total 
dissolved solids and Langelier Index (or in 
certain  ca se s  the A ggressive Index).

N ineteen of the com m enters recom m ended  
th at corrosion  control be im plem ented  
through the ad h eran ce to the M CLs 
established  in the NIPDW R. A m ong these  
com m enters, som e felt th at co rrosiven ess of 
the w ater could be determ ined by com paring  
the specific contam inant levels in the w ater  
entering the distribution system  to those  
found in the w ater leaving the distribution  
system .

C om parison o f contam inant levels in the 
w a te r entering and a t specific locations in the  
distribution system  h as successfully  
d em onstrated  the corrosive actio n  of w ater.
In addition such com parison of specific  
con tam in ant levels is a  useful tool to  
determ ine the effectiven ess o f treatm en t 
techniques aim ed a t  reducing corrosion . This 
ap p roach  will be con sid ered  in the 
regulations to be proposed w hich will require 
in creased  m onitoring fdr system s w ith  
corro sive  w aters an d  vulnerable m aterials of  
con struction  in the distribution system .

O ther com m enters noted  th at ad h eren ce to  
the M CLs established in the NIPDW R w ould  
be sufficient to define corrosion  products, 
an d  therefore, there is no n eed  for the A gency  
to  establish  additional regulations.

The regulations prom ulgated herein are  
appropriate a s  they will provide an  indication  
o f w hich system s are  distributing borrosive  
w ater. H ow ever, a s  noted  in the pream ble, 
the revised  strategy  for corrosion  control will 
be p artly  through ad h eren ce to existing  
M CLs. H ow ever, the existing monitoring  
requirem ents m ay n ot be sufficient in all 
ca se s  to determ ine the p resen ce o f corrosion - 
related  con tam in ants. B ecau se  of the m any  
kinds o f piping m aterials used  in the 
distribution system , careful selection  of 
rep resen tative m onitoring points along w ith a  
sufficient num ber o f sam ples, a re  essen tial to  
a sse ss  the exten t o f corrosion  by-products.
F o r this reason , the A gen cy  w ill propose in 
the n ear future an  am endm ent w hich w ould  
sp ecify  in creased  m onitoring frequencies  
g eared  to the potential p resen ce o f corrosion- 
related  con tam in ants th at w ould e x ce e d  an  
MCL.

Ten commenters argued that reference to" 
asbestos and organic materials should be 
deleted from the regulations. The commenters 
raising this issue felt that making reference 
and including asbestos and organic 
compounds is improper since there are no 
established MCLs for these contaminants. In 
addition, the commenters felt that EPA did 
not provide specific guidance for the 
monitoring of these contaminants.

In referring to asbestos and organic 
contaminants in the preamble and the 
Statement of Basis and Purpose, the Agency’s 
intent was to point out other adverse effects 
associated with the distribution of corrosive 
waters. For example, deterioration of 
asbestos cement pipe in contact with 
corrosive waters will result in economic 
losses to the purveyor and high levels of 
asbestos fibers in die drinking water. The 
potential health effects associated with the 
presence of asbestos fibers originating from 
distribution systems are under study. Prior to 
the completion of the studies, the Agency 
encourages utilities to take appropriate 
corrosion control and other measures to 
minimize levels of asbestos fibers in the 
drinking water.

Four commenters suggested that corrosion 
control should be achieved by the installation 
of proper materials into the distribution 
system rather than by regulating the quality 
of the water.

The suggestion by the commenters to 
achieve corrosion control by the proper 
selection and use of materials may be helpful 
for reducing potential corrosion when dealing 
with new systems or when replacing the 
components of old ones. However, this 
approach would not alleviate or reduce 
problems in existing systems where it may 
not be economical or feasible to replace 
components. In addition, where waters are 
corrosive, selection of proper materials 
without the appropriate treatment of the 
water may not be sufficient to solve the 
problem. Sound judgment in selecting and 
installing proper materials into the 
distribution system is considered good 
engineering practice and may alleviate some 
of the problems associated with corrosion in 
newly constructed systems or in old systems 
where pipes are being replaced. The Agency 
is encouraging the practice of replacing lead 
pipes conveying drinking water in existing 
systems. In addition, EPA is actively pursuing 
the elimination of lead from plumbing code 
specifications as an acceptable material for 
the transportation of drinking water.

Nine commenters felt that no regulations 
should be established for corrosion control 
since corrosion is dependent on other 
variables in addition to water quality. The 
commenters recommended that instead of 
regulations the Agency should establish 
guidelines for corrosion control.

Although corrosion is indeed % complex 
phenomenon, experience indicates that the 
problem can be solved by application of 
appropriate treatment techniques and the 
monitoring of contaminant levels. However, 
available information shows that control of 
corrosion while a serious concern is not a 
high priority area at most public water 
systems. Because of this and the health risks 
associated with contaminants resulting from

co rro sive w aters w here M CLs a re  being  
exceed ed , there is a  need for regulatory  
action . It is felt th at these regulations will 
provide S ta tes  w ith d a ta  th at will in d icate  
w hich  system s should im plem ent corrosion  
control m easures.

N ine com m enters felt that the treatm en t 
techniques suggested by the A gen cy  for 
corrosion  con trol a re  in conflict w ith the  
SD W R an d  the NIPDW R. T h e com m enters  
raising, this issue pointed out th at treatm en t 
techniques for corrosion  control such  a s  
adjustm ent o f pH an d  utilizing com pounds 
containing zinc an d  sodium  a re  in conflict 
w ith the A g en cy ’s attem pt to minimiz e  the 
p resen ce  o f these su b stan ces an d  to m aintain  
pH levels w ithin valu es established  by the 
N SD W R.

U tilities should use discretion  w hen  
applying com pounds containing sodium . U se  
o f corrosion  control ch em icals containing  
sodium  should be lim ited to in stan ces w here  
the sodium  levels a re  low  in the ra w  w ater. 
U se o f lim e for corrosion  control ca n  often  
alleviate  the possible conflicts w ith  
established  M CLs. R egarding adjustm ent of 
pH, con trol of corrosion  ca n  be accom plished  
b y m aintaining pH levels w ithin the range  
established  b y  the N SD W R, provided  
ap prop riate adjustm ents o f h ard ness and  
alkalinity a re  m ad e. H ow ever, it is  
recognized  th at som e w a te r  system s m ay  
n ecessarily  o p erate  a t pH ran ges higher than  
s ta ted  in the SD W R. The SD W R do not 
preclude S tates from  allow ing higher pH  
levels w here local conditions m ake such  
higher levels appropriate.

S even teen  com m ents d ealt w ith the  
im plem entation o f the proposed regulations 
for corrosion  con trol. Five of these  
com m enters felt th at the S tates m ay  n ot be  
ab le to im plem ent the proposed am endm ent 
due to  the lack  o f resou rces. Th e com m enters  
felt th at utilities, esp ecially  sm all ones, w ould  
en cou n ter problem s o f installing corrosion  
con trol treatm en t m easu res. T w elve  
com m enters felt th at the 18  m onth period  
allo tted  w ould n ot be sufficient to im plem ent 
the regulation. R ecom m endations for 
increasing the tim e b etw een  prom ulgation to  
com p lian ce ranged from  2  to  5  years.

The regulations h ave  been revised  to  
red u ce the burden on the S ta te  and the w ater  
utilities. The final regulations require  
identification o f the p resen ce  o r ab sen ce  of 
specific m aterials in distribution system s and  
m onitoring an d  reporting for pH , alkalinity, 
h ard ness, tem perature, to tal d issolved solids, 
an d  the Langelier In d ex or the A ggressive  
In d ex. M onitoring for these p aram eters a re  
n ot sop histicated  an aly ses an d  reporting of  
the d ata  ca n  be done along w ith oth er 
p aram eters required in the NIPDW R. Thus, 
the burden upon utilities an d  S ta tes is not 
con sid ered  significant. The effective d ate  of  
the regulations is set a t  18  m onths from  
prom ulgation and the corrosion  requirem ents  
m ust be com pleted  w ithin 12 m onths 
follow ing the effective d ate.

Nine comments were received reg arding 
the health effect implications cited in the 
proposal in support of the establishment of 
regulations for corrosion control. Three of the 
commenters did not accept the health basis' 
for the proposed corrosion control 
regulations. One of these felt that corrosion is
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an aesth etic  and econ om ic problem  an d  not 
related  to health , noting th at av erag e  
exp osures to h eavy  m etals can n o t be g rea ter  
than  allow ed b y the NBPDWR. A nother o f  
these com m enters felt that there is no  
ad verse health  effect attributable to corrosive  
w aters and th at the effects o f the products of 
corrosion  a re  alread y  ad d ressed  in the 
NIPDW R.

L ead  and cadm ium  w hich often o ccu r in  
plumbing m aterials h ave  b een found to leach  
into soft corrosive drinking w ater. The  
ad verse  health  effects asso cia ted  w ith these  
m aterials h ave b een  proven, an d  are  
d iscu ssed  in the N IPDW R. H ow ever, 
m onitoring for these com pounds a t  the  
frequency se t in the NIPDW R m ay  not 
alw ay s determ ine levels o f these com pounds  
th at a re  rep resentative of drinking w ater  
qualities throughout the distribution system  
due to the w ide distribution o f various piping 
m aterials. The n ew  proposal w ill focus upon  
in creased  monitoring for corrosion  by­
products, such a s  lead  an d  cadm ium , and  
im plem entation o f corrosion  con trol through  
com pliance w ith established  M CLs.

S everal com m enters noted  th at E P A ’s 
claim  regarding the relationships b etw een  
corrosivity  an d  card io vascu lar d isease (CVD) 
and hypertension a re  sp eculative an d  w ithout 
evid en ce. Th ese com m enters felt th at the  
relationships b etw een  soft w ater, corrosive  
w ater, the products o f corrosion , a  “w a te r  
fa c to r" and card io vascu lar d isease ra te s  a re  
very  unclear, an d  n ot ad equ ately  supported  
by current d ata  to support the corrosion  
control regulations. O ne o f these com m enters  
did n ot feel th at a  link existed  b etw een  CVD  
an d  the p resen ce o f m etals such a s  cadm ium , 
copper, lead  and zinc in drinking w ater.

On the oth er hand, one com m enter, in 
support o f the proposed corrosion  con trol 
regulation, sta ted  th at the card io vascu lar  
d isease ra te  could be d ecreased  6 .3/m illion  
for e a ch  one p art p er million (ppm) of 
h ard ness increased . Th e com m enter claim ed  
th at health  benefits w ould e x ce e d  treatm en t 
co sts  b y 300 tim es since 13,825 lives could be  
sav ed  p er y e a r if hard ness o f drinking w ater  
w ere m aintained ab ove 60  ppm.

R esults of epidem iological studies ind icate  
th at there m ay b e an  in creased  inciden ce o f  
card io vascu lar d isease  asso cia ted  w ith the  
consum ption o f soft, corrosive w aters  (see  
S tatem en t o f B asis  and Purpose). H ow ever, 
the A gency agrees th at this issu e n eed s m ore  
study. F o r this reason , the A gen cy  is closely  
follow ing an d  funding further research  and  
special p rojects in this a re a  to resolve this 
question.

O ne com m enter urged discussion  of  
beneficial, a s  w ell a s  ad verse  health  effects  
in all regulations.

E PA  agrees th at the beneficial effects o f  
som e drinking w a te r  con stituen ts should be  
considered  w hen they exist. E PA  agrees that 
consideration-should be given to  presenting  
a s  com plete a  picture o f the effects o f  
drinking w a te r con stituen ts a s  is possible in 
light o f presen t know ledge. E PA  is expending  
con sid erab le efforts through research  an d  
special studies attem pting to a sse ss  
beneficial a sp ects  o f con stituen ts in drinking 
w ater. A  m ore detailed  discussion  o f the role  
o f corrosive w aters  affecting health  is 
provided in the S tatem en t of B asis and

P urpose to these regulations. In addition, in 
respon se to a  req u est from  the O ffice of 
Drinking W a te r, EPA , a  rep ort h as  been  
p rep ared  by the N A S entitled, "T h e  
Contribution of Drinking W a te r  to M ineral 
N utrition in H um ans," w hich  provides  
inform ation on the beneficial a sp ects  of 
ch em icals in w ater.

Three commenters felt that the economic 
analyses referenced and developed by EPA 
to support the amendment are inadequate 
and overstated. The commenters stated that 
the benefit-cost ratios cited by EPA are not in 
agreement and subject to debate. On the 
other hand, one commenter agreed with the 
Agency approach regarding the economic 
impact of corrosion and indicated that EPA's 
benefit-cost ratios were conservative.

Although there m ay  be som e disagreem ents  
concerning the co st  estim ates cited  by EPA , 
there is no question about the fa c t th at the 
econ om ic benefits realized  in reducing  
m ain ten ance, energy requirem ents and  
reduction  o f w a te r  losses a re  sev eral tim es 
o ver the co sts  asso cia ted  w ith corrosion  
control. This h as b een  d em onstrated  b y  ' 
sev era l utilities w ho h ave initiated  an d  
su ccessfully  p ractice  corrosion  con trol. S in ce  
conditions are  n ot universal in w a te r  supply  
system s distributing corro sive  w aters , it is  
exp ected  th at there  w ould be a  ran ge o f co sts  
a sso cia te d  w ith the im plem entation of  
corrosion  con trol m easu res, w here n eeded. 
T h e econ om ic an alysis h as  b een  revised  to  
reflect the ch anges in the regulations; co sts  
for m onitoring for corrosivity  a re  included.

141.31 Reporting Requirements
Three com m enters w ere  opposed to  

changing the required reporting tim e. Th ey  
felt th at sin ce the N IPD W R are  b ased  on  
long-term  exp osure, an d  th at the problem s qf 
im m ediate health  risk a re  a lread y  con sid ered  
in the existing regulations (Section  141.31(b) 
sta te s  th at non -com p liance w ith  an y  M CL  
m ust be rep orted  w ithin 4 8  hours), there w a s  
no n eed  to  sh orten  the required  reporting  
tim e. T h ree o th er com m enters suggested  th at 
the reporting requirem ent should be w ithin  
the first 10  d ays o f the m onth follow ing the  
m onth in w hich sam ple results a re  receiv ed  
b y the supplier (one com m enter suggested  15  
ra th er than  10  d ays). S in ce M CL violations  
a re  to b e rep orted  w ithin 4 8  hours, the  
com m enters felt th at a  longer reporting tim e 
w ould n ot im p act upon the p otential health  
risk  to consum ers; in addition, the 
com m enters sta ted  th at a  longer reporting  
tim e w ould provide flexibility to equalize  
their w orkloads.

E P A  recogn izes th at the public is norm ally  
p ro tected  from  health  risks b y  the  
requirem ent th at supplier m ust notify th e  
p rim acy ag en cy  w ithin 48  hours w hen an  
M CL is exceed ed . The p rim acy  agency, 
how ever, can n o t know  if the supplier fails to  
com ply w ith this requirem ent until it rece iv es  
the d ata . Thus, requirem ents for a  sh orter  
reporting tim e w ithin reason ab le  lim its a re  
con sid ered  appropriate in ord er th at system s  
th at ex ce e d  stan d ard s b e identified a s  early  
a s  possible. Th e am endm ent will alm ost 
h alve the reporting tim es for infrequently  
m onitored p aram eters w ithout significant 
in con venience to the supplier. In addition, the  
am endm ent a lso  provides for reporting o f all

parameters at the same time and thereby will 
reduce clerical work in meeting reporting 
requirements.

Two commenters stated that the supplier 
should only be required to maintain and 
make available results upon request or which 
violate MCL regulations. They felt that the 
reporting of all analyses is unnecessary and 
costly.

Requiring reporting of data assures that 
required monitoring frequencies and 
compliance with MCLs are met. It also helps 
establish a data bank from which water 
quality trends can be studied for the purpose 
of re-evaluating existing regulations.

One commenter questioned the semantics 
of the amendment. He felt that “results of any 
test, measurement, or analysis. * * *” should 
read “copies of results of any test, 
measurement, or analysis. * * *”

“Results" symbolize a categorization of 
data and thus “copies of results” are no 
different than "results.” The wording does 
not require the original data sheet to be sent 
to the primacy agency but rather the data 
itself. The language has thus not been 
changed.

141.32(b) Public N otification
Two commenters incorrectly thought that 

the amendment would allow community 
systems in violation of an MCL not to notify 
authorities if the problem was likely to be 
corrected.

A public w a te r system  is required to notify . 
the p rim acy agen cy  o f an y  violation, w hether 
it is co rrected  im m ediately o r not. This is 
clearly  s ta ted  in § 141.31(b ). The p rim acy  
ag en cy  ca n  determ ine if public notification  
h as b een  im plem ented in ca se s  of non- 
com p lian ce, an d  if not, it is exp ected  that the  
p rim acy  ag en cy  w ould provide specific  
d irections to  the w a te r system .

One commenter stated that the State rather 
than EPA should have the authority and 
responsibility to require consumer 
notification where it feels it is appropriate; 
this would reduce the printing and mailing of 
notices concerning minor water quality 
violations. Another commenter felt that the 
amendment decreases State flexibility in 
administering their program without any 
apparent benefit.

E P A  b elieves th at the appropriate  
conditions for public n otification  are  a s  
defined in S ection  141.32. Th e am endm ent 
gives the S tate  d iscretion  to w aive the 
n otification  requirem ent if the violation  h as  
b een co rrected  an d  there is no longer a  risk  
to  public health.

One commenter stated that State agencies 
do not have the resources to interpret 
whether suppliers should be granted a 
waiver. Therefore, waivers might be 
unjustifiably denied.

These provisions allow State agencies to 
make a determination based upon the 
available information and thus provide 
latitude to the States in implementing the 
public notification requirements of the 
NIPDWR. It is not expected that the 
evaluation to determine the appropriateness 
of a waiver will be very time-consuming.
Thus, because of the desireability to provide 
States as much latitude as feasible, the 
amendment was not changed.
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O ne com m enter exp ressed  the need for 
m ore d ata  in determ ining the significance of 
coliform s w ith resp ect to d isease  incidence. 
The com m enter suggested that m edia  
notification  of coliform  M CLs m ay encourage  
the reporting of w aterborne d iseases; thus, 
providing m ore d ata  for evaluating the 
correlation  b etw een  d isease incidence and  
coliform  counts, if  the public is a w are  of 
potential contam ination  in their drinking , 
w ater, they might be inclined to rep ort their 
sickn ess to the public health  authorities 
thinking it could be w a te r related . Such  
rep ortage might n ever o ccu r if the public 
w ere not notified. S tates should thus take  
these con sid eration s into acco u n t before  
w aiving m edia notification.

In the proposed am en d m en t one o f the  
conditions o f the w aiv er w a s  the “ * * * the  
violation  h as n ot posed  a  risk  to public 
h ealth .” The question of w hether a  violation  
has posed  a  risk to public health  w ould often  
be difficult to a sse ss  an d  for ca se s  w here this 
w ould be indeterm inable, the com m enter 
ra ises  a  point for n ot w aiving notification  
requirem ents. H ow ever, the w ording o f the 
final am endm ent h as been changed to “* * * 
the violation  no longer p oses a  risk to  public 
h ealth ;” this will m ake it easier for the  
prim acy agen cy  to  judge w hen to  gran t a  
public notification  w aiver. The m ain criteria  
used  should be w hether the system  is m eeting  
com pliance w ith the previously v iolated  
M CL. W ith  the n ew  w ording o f the  
am endm ent, the com m enter’s con sid eration  
for S tates n ot w aiving notification  
requirem ents w ould no longer apply.

O ne com m enter sta ted  th at com m unity  
system s should be required to give rep eat  
n otices until the failure to com ply w ith M CLs 
is rem edied.

A s.required  in the NIPDW R, ren ew ed  
notification  is required every  three m onths if 
the utility does n ot rem edy the situation.

O ne com m enter thought th at the first n otice  
to the public should be given w ithin 24 hours 
of the tim e the supplier first learn s o f non- 
com pliance w ith the regulation.

In the ca se  of an  im m inent health  risk, the  
S tate, w hich is required to be inform ed w ithin  
48  hours of an y  violation, h as  the option to  
require im m ediate an d  exten sive public 
notification. In ca se s  w here non-com pliance  
d oes not pose an  im m ediate health  risk, the  
utility ca n  avoid  public notification by  
quickly solving the problem , contingent upon  
S tate  approval.

141.41 Special Monitoring for Sodium
Tw enty-nine com m enters opposed the 

d irect public notification  requirem ent for 
sodium  levels. M ost of th ese favored  
restricting notification  to public health  
agencies a n d /o r  physicians allow ing the 
public to be inform ed through these resou rces  
upon their ow n request. Som e thought that 
E PA  or the S tate  rath er than  the supplier 
should provide such notification. Eight 
com m enters thought notification  to the S ta te /  
E PA  a n d /o r physicians should only be 
required if the sodium  levels w ere high (i.e.,
20 mg/1 to 270 m g/1). Their rationale  
p resen ted  included:

(a) Since sodium  levels only affect a  sm all 
population there is no n eed to inform  
everybody. M uch of the public might be

confused a n d /o r  falsely  alarm ed  o ver  
rep orted  sodium  co n cen tration s on w a te r  
bills. If w a te r bills w ere used  to  indicate  
sodium  levels, m an y thought a  clarifying  
statem ent w ould b e n ecessary . M any  
com m enters alleged th at n ot enough sp ace  
w ould be availab le  for additional clarifying  
m aterial and that it w ould n ot n ecessarily  be  
cost-effective.

(b) The public is n ot publicly notified ab ou t 
the sodium  con ten t in foods w hich is m uch  
m ore significant.

(c) In m an y ap artm en ts an d  condom inium s, 
people are  n ot billed for w a te r  independently. 
C onsiderable u ncertainty  w ould arise  
concerning the m ean s an d  form at of 
notification  to such  p eople b y  their landlords.

N ine com m enters agreed  w ith the p roposed  
d irect public notification  requirem ent e x ce p t  
th at it should only pertain  if sodium  
con cen tration s w ere  “high” (20 mg/1 to 250  
m g/1). Th ey  thought it w ould be m eaningless  
an d  costly  to notify the public if sodium  
levels w ere low .

W h ile E PA  feels th at public aw aren ess of  
the sodium  levels in the drinking w ater is  
desirable, E PA  h as  carefully  evalu ated  the  
com m enterà’ con cern s an d  h as  determ ined  
th at the m ost ap prop riate actio n  to take  
w ould be reporting o f sodium  levels to the  
E P A  a n d /o r  the S tate  and to appropriate  
local and S tate  public h ealth  officials; if the  
S tate  assu m ed  this la tte r responsibility the  
supplier w ould be relieved  o f this 
requirem ent. P hysician s could in turn be  
inform ed through com m unications w ith the  
public health  officials. T h e public ca n  be  
inform ed either through their p hysician s o r b y  
con tactin g  the public health  officials, the 
S tate , o r the w a te r  system . The results ca n  
also  be d issem inated  b y  lo ca l n ew s m edia.

Five com m enters suggested th at the S tate  
or E P A  ra th er than  the supplier should notify  
the public and ap prop riate health  officials  
b ecau se  o f the burden p laced  upon the  
supplier.

Tlie deletion o f the d irect public 
notification  requirem ent will greatly  red u ce  
the requirem ents im posed upon the supplier. 
Th e supplier w ill n ow  only be required to  
rep ort to E PA  a n d /o r  the S ta te  and to  notify  
the local an d  S tate  public health  officials of  
its sodium  con ten t in w ater . In m an y ca se s  
the S tate  will assu m e this la tte r  
responsibility.

Eight com m enters s ta ted  th at the required  
reporting tim e for sending sodium  results to  
E P A  a n d /o r  the S tate  o f ten  d ays following 
receip t of results w a s  too short. Their 
ration ale  included (a) in con sisten cy w ith the  
allow ed  reporting tim e o f three m onths to  
public health  officials; (b) sodium  is n ot an  
acu te  risk an d  therefore g reater tim e should  
be allow ed  for. its rep ortage; and (c) 
paperw ork  could be m inim ized if sodium  
could be rep orted  w ith oth er p aram eters.

E P A  agrees w ith the com m enters an d  thus 
h as changed the reporting requirem ents to  
m ake sodium  con sisten t w ith th at required  
for o th er p aram eters included in the 
N IPDW R.

S ix  com m enters thought th at the required  
m onitoring frequency w a s  insufficient to 
determ ine rep resen tative sodium  
con cen tration s a t m an y locations; several  
ind icated  system s using multiple sou rces a s

an  exam p le. O ne com m enter suggested  
basing m onitoring frequency on geographical 
location  (e.g. co a sta l sou rces having higher 
requirem ents than  inland so u rces). Three  
com m enters suggested th at the m onitoring  
frequency should be determ ined by the S tate  
or EPA . O ne com m enter suggested th at once  
a  site in d icated  a  co n stan t con cen tration , the  
m onitoring frequency should b e low ered.

Th e minimum m onitoring frequency for 
sodium  is co n sisten t w ith th at required for 
o th er inorganic con tam in ants. The  
regulations provide th at those system s  
exp ected  to h av e  fluctuations in sodium  
levels ca n  b e assigned  higher m onitoring  
frequencies by the S tates o r EPA . In addition, 
E P A  feels th at sin ce the minimum sam pling  
requirem ents a re  n ot a  burden and will 
provide useful inform ation, an d  thus, red u ced  
frequencies a re  n ot n ecessary .

Nine com m enters w ere  opposed to  
establishing an  M CL for sodium  in the 
R evised  P rim ary Drinking W a te r  Regulations. 
M ost o f these alleged  th at there is currently  
no cost-effective technology for reducing  
sodium  levels an d  th at m an y w a te r supplies - 
w ould thus n ot be able to com ply w ith such a  
regulation. M any thought it w ould be illogical 
for the con sum er to p ay  for sodium  rem oval 
in w a te r  w hen b a sic  foods contribute m uch  
m ore significant am ounts. Com m enters  
con ten ded  th at a  m ore Gost-effective solution  
could be ach ieved  if affected  people bought 
b ottled  w ater. In addition, sev eral  
com m enters argued th at an  M CL should npt 
b e se t b ecau se  availab le  inform ation is 
insufficient to im plicate health  risks w ith the  
sodium  levels in drinking w ater. In addition, 
m an y com m enters thought th at an  M CL  
w ould conflict w ith  corrosion  control 
p ractices  since sodium  com pounds a re  often  
the b est treatm en t for reducing corrosivity . 
Eight com m enters suggested th at if an  M CL  
w ere  established  it should be higher than  
E P A ’s  sta ted  goal o f 20  m g/1 (ranging from  
100  to 250 m g/1).

In the proposal, E P A  sta ted  th at it is 
studying the feasibility  of establishing an  
M CL ra th er than stating the intent to  
establish  an  M CL, a s  sev eral com m enters  
interpreted. E P A  recogn izes that foods  
contribute m ost o f the sodium  in people’s 
diets. H ow ever, sodium  intake from  food ca n  
only be restricted  to a  feasib le lim it. W h ere  
w a te r supplies con tain  m ore than  20 mg/1, 
d ietary  sodium  restriction  to less than  500  
m g /d ay , w hich is som etim es p rescrib ed, is 
difficult to  ach iev e an d  m aintain. A lso, m any  
b ottled  w aters  do n ot list their sodium  
con cen tration s. E P A  w ill continue to study  
the feasibility  o f setting an  M CL for sodium. 
T reatm en t techniques such  a s  rev erse  
osm osis, electrod ialysis o r distillation could  
rem ove sodium  but the co sts  a re  relatively  
high. R esearch  is being con du cted  to  
determ ine m ore feasib le treatm en t m ethods  
and the possible risks o f sodium  in drinking 
w a te r is still being evalu ated . If such  
treatm en ts b ecom e availab le , options oth er 
than  im posing an  M CL w ould also  be  
con sid ered . E P A ’s position on health  risks 
and p otential con flict w ith corrosion  con trol  
is d iscu ssed  b elow  in resp on ses to oth er 
com m ents.

Eight com m enters felt th at E P A ’s sta ted  
goal o f 20  m g/1 for public w a te r system s w as
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unrealistically  low  an d  suggested changing it 
from  50 to 250 m g/1. Th eir reason s included a  
lack  of availab le  treatm en t technology, 
conflict w ith the corrosion  am endm ent, and  
questioning the health  risks o f sodium  levels  
a t 20  mg/1. O ne com m enter felt th at the N A S  
rep ort sta ted  thatTOO m g/1 should be the  
generally accep tab le  upper lim it an d  . 
suggested that the goal be changed to 100  
mg/1.

The goal w as set a t  20  m g/1 so  that 
drinking w a te r w hich m eets this goal w ould  
n ot p resen t a  sodium -related  h azard  to those  
segm ents o f the population thought to be a t  
high risk. T h ese are  n ot only those p erson s on  
low  sodium  diets. Included are  infants, 
w om en during pregnancy, person s w ith  
undiagnosed or u ntreated  hypertension, 
person s w ith kidney d isease o r con gestive  
h eart d iseasé and person s in w hom  an  
unknow n source of e xcessiv e  sodium  could  
p resen t con sid erab le health  risk. W ith  
resp ect to the N A S rep ort (1977), it w a s  
sta ted  that, “in m an y diets, a llow an ce is m ad e  
for w a te r to con tain  100 m g /liter of sodium  
(NAS, 1977, p. 438).” A lso, w ith a  desired  
total sodium  intake o f 2000 m g /d ay , the  
contribution from  w a te r  (assum ing tw o liters  
intake p er d ay) containing n ot more, than  100  
m g /liter w ould be 10  p ercen t o r less o f the  
daily intake. Th e desired  to tal intake lim it of  
2,000 m g /d ay  is con sid ered  to b e b eneficial to  
a t  least 40  p ercen t of the total population.

E P A ’s intent in stating the goal o f 20  m g/1 
w as to provide a  referen ce for w a te r utility  
op erators for their con sid eration  w hen  
évaluating altern ative sou rces or treatm en t 
technologies. F o r exam p le, in certain  ca se s , it 
m ay be possible to  select lime addition in lieu  
of addition o f sod a ash  but the point is that 
op erators should be aw are  o f con sid eration s  
for addition o f less d esirable com pounds. 
W hile sodium  levels in a ltern ate  sou rces or  
resulting from  various treatm en t technologies  
should be con sid ered , protection  of sou rce  
w aters  is also  desirable. E P A ’s previously  
stated  goal o f 20  m g/1 h as  been rew ard ed  to  
clarify  the ab ove con sid eration s.

Eight com m entata thought th at the S tate  
rath er than  the w a te r  supplier should rep ort 
sodium  levels to  E PA , indicating that 
reporting requirem ents should be con sisten t  
w ith those for o th er p aram eters. Three  
com m enters suggested th at the prim ary  
agency, ra th er than  EPA , should be notified  
since it h as full authority for implem enting  
the regulation.

The sodium  m onitoring and reporting  
requirem ents h ave  b een  included a s  p art of  
the sp ecial m onitoring requirem ents allow ed  
for unregulated con tam in ants as authorized  
b y the Safe Drinking W a te r  A c t  (Section  
1414(c) an d  1445). S ta tes a re  n ot required to  
ad op t the requirem ents to m aintain  their . 
prim ary en forcem ent responsbility. If the  
S tate  adopts the regulation, the supplier will 
rep ort the results to the S tate  ra th er than  to  
EPA . If the S tate  d oes n ot ad op t the  
am endm ent, the supplier is required to send  
the results tò E PA . S tates a re  being  
encouraged  to ad op t the regulations in ord er 
to minim ize the federal role.

T h ree com m enters felt th&t con sid eration  
of the n eed for low  sodium  w a te r be on a  
case -b y -ca se  b asis and m ade by a  physician  
w ho can  recom m end an  appropriate w ater  
so u rce  for patients.

Th e A gen cy  co n cu rs w ith the com m enter in  
th at in ord er for p hysician s to b est ad vise  
their p atients on their d ietary  intake, the  
p hysician s w ould n eed  to  know  the sodium  
co n cen tration  o f the chinking w ater.

T w o com m enters sta ted  th at sodium  in  
w a te r is less than  five p ercen t o f the daily  
intake, an d  controlling the contribution from  
drinking w a te r w ould h ave  no effect on the  
intake of m ost people.

The N A S (1977) s ta te s  th at 40  p ercen t o f  
the population w ould  benefit from  a  total 
sodium  ion intake n ot g rea ter than  2000 m g / 
d ay. W a te r  containing m ore than  50 m g /liter  
o f sodium  (not uncom m on), assum ing a  tw o  
liter daily consum ption, w ould contribute  
m ore than five p ercen t o f the daily sodium  
intake to the population abiding by such  a  
diet. In addition, three p ercen t of die  
population is on sod iu m -restricted  diets.

Tw o com m enters s ta ted  th at accu ltu ration , 
o r life stresses, n ot sodium , are  m ost 
a sso cia te d  w ith differences in blood p ressu re  
an d  hypertension, w hen  com paring  
u naccu ltu rated  w ith accu ltu rated  groups of  
people.

C on trary  to  the com m enters’ statem en ts, 
the N A S found th at in creased  sodium  intake  
w a s m ost con sisten d y  a sso cia te d  w ith  
in creases  in blood p ressu re, m ore than  the  
level o f accu ltu ration , in studies of  
u naccu ltu rated  versu s accu ltu rated  groups 
(N A S, 1977). E P A  d oes n ot imply th at sodium  
is the sole etiologic agent in the developm ent 
o f hypertension. H ow ever, in creasing  
evid en ce supports th at e x ce sse s  o f sodium  
intake a re  im plicated  a s  one im portant fa c to r  
in the developm ent of high blood p ressu re in  
susceptible people. T h ere m ay  b e sev eral  
im portant fac to rs w hich in teract to  produ ce  
clincial hypertension, including inherited  
susceptibility, e x ce ss iv e  sodium  intake, 
p sy ch o /s o c io /cu ltu ra l  s tress facto rs, an d  
oth er a s  y et unknow n facto rs.

O ne com m enter n oted  th at the FD A  
Com m ittee on G RA S (G enerally R ecognized  
a s  Safe) su b stan ces is review ing sodium  and  
E P A  should w a it.fo r th at review  to be  
com pleted.

E P A  b elieves sufficient evid en ce cu rrently  
exists  to  im plicate e x ce ss  sodium  a s  a  health  
risk  for som e individuals an d  th at the  
m onitoring are  thereby appropriate.

O ne com m enter s ta ted  th at public 
notification  could p rom ote self-im posed  
sodium  restricted  d iets w hich  ca n  be  
dangerous. A noth er com m enter sta ted  th at 
sodium  is a  n e ce ssa ry  nutrient an d  th at it 
can n o t be con sid ered  u ndesirable in the  
n orm al diet.

E P A  recogn izes th at sodium  is a  nutrient 
but m ost A m erican s consum e sodium  g reatly  
in e x ce ss  o f th at am ount n eeded  for good  
nutrition. E vid ence for this is provided in the  
N A S rep ort “Drinking W a te r  and H ealth  
(1977).” The. minimum daily  requirem ents for 
sodium  are  so  low  (2.3 mg N a /1 0 0  
k ilocalories (K cal) food for n orm al adults—  
see A m erican  A cad em y  of Ped iatrics, Vol. 53, 
N o. 1, Jan u ary  1974, pg. 115) th at it is virtually  
im possible to res trict on e’s diet to b elow  the  
norm al daily requirem ent. A ccording to the 
N AS, it is difficult to co n strict on e’s diet to  
less than 46 0  mg o f sodium  p er d ay  w hich is  
ab ou t 5  tim es the minimum daily requirem ent 
(considering a  daily intake of 4000 K ca l).

N orm al daily intake for m ost con sum ers is in 
the 5 -1 0  g ra m s/d a y . Th e am endm ent allow s  
for people to be inform ed of the sodium  levels  
in their drinking w a te r  an d  thus help regu late  
their sodium  intake.

O ne com m enter questioned the valid ity  o f  
E P A  relating an im als studies to hum ans to  
support the sodium  m onitoring requirem ents. 
Th e com m enter felt th at it w a s inappropriate  
for E P A  to p refer to a  study in the S tatem en t 
o f B asis and Purpose w hich ind icated  th at a  
high sodium  intake in genetically  susceptible  
ra ts  cau ses  hypertension , an d  w hich  also  
ind icated  th at w hen hypertension  b ecom es  
established  in these ra ts  it is n ot co rrected  b y  
reducing sodium  intake.

It is generally  a ccep ted  am ong scien tists  
th at health  risk s asso cia ted  w ith effects o f  
ch em ical intake in an im als, w hen properly  
qualified, a re  ap plicab le to m an (N A S, 1977). 
A  num ber of anim al sp ecies respond  
sim ilarly to  hum ans in p articu lar p athological 
s ta te s  but certain ly  not a ll a s  is the ca se  w ith  
the study cited . T h ere are  no an im als w hich  
ca n  rep resen t m an  a s  a  p erfect m odel. The  
clin cial an d  epidem iologic evid en ce  
p resen ted  in the S tatem en t o f B asis and  
Purpose, support the anim al studies cited , 
w hich  suggest th at e x c e s s  sodium  intake  
con trib utes to hypertension  in hum ans.

O ne com m enter suggested .that the u se o f  
hom e w a te r soften ers an d  the subsequent 
introduction  o f sodium  should be evalu ated  
for their h ealth  significance.

E P A  ack now led ges th at m ore inform ation  
is n eeded  on the sodium  co n cen tration  of 
w a te rs  softened b y units in the hom e an d  the  
h ealth  significance o f softening w a te r a t  
hom e. E P A  is cu rrently  sponsoring such a  
study. Lim ited  inform ation is av ailab le  in the  
S tatem en t o f B asis  an d  Purpose.

T h ree com m enters sta ted  th at there is no  
evid en ce th at sodium  in drinking w a te r  
p resen ts a  risk  to the healthy consum er; tw o  
o f th ese stated  th at the only risk is to p erson s  
on sodium  restricted  d iets (less than  500 m g / 
d ay).

T h ere is som e evid en ce from  epidem iologic 
studies th at higher co n cen tration s of sodium  
in drinking w a te r  m ay  be asso cia ted  w ith  
higher blood p ressu re in sch ool children  
w hen com p ared  w ith children o f sim ilar age  
in a  com m unity w ith low er sodium  in its  
drinking w a te r  supply. Th e higher blood  
p ressu res m ay continue to  be higher than  
those of oth er p erson s o f the sam e age  
through life an d  result in clinical 
hypertension . In addition, infants, children  
an d  w om en during p regn an cy  are  con sid ered  
healthy consum ers an d  m ay  b e m ore  
sen sitive to risk from  e x ce sse s  o f sodium  
(N A S 1977).

Fou r com m enters questioned the  
significance o f sodium  intake in  
card io v ascu lar d isease , p articu larly  
hypertension . Specifically, com m enters  
sta ted  the following: the p roposed  
am endm ent w a s  n ot supported b y cle a r  
ev id en ce o f a  h ealth  co n cern  o r risk; there  
h av e  b een  no ca se s  of low  sodium  intake  
preventing h ypertension  o r high intake  
definitely causing it; there is insufficient 
evid en ce to d em on strate  a  cau sal con nection  
b etw een  sodium  an d  hypertension; sodium  is 
one of m an y influences in hypertension ; the  
epidem iologic studies fail to support the
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hypothesis th at salt consum ption is a  m ajor 
fac to r in hypertension; and reducing dietary  
sodium is not an  appropriate treatm en t for 
hypertension according  to the m edical 
literature. Finally, it w as stated  that m ortality  
ra te s  from  card io vascu lar d isease w ere  low er 
in a re a s  w ith high w a te r m ineralization, high 
h ard ness, and high sodium, an d  w ere higher 
in a re a s  w ith low  sodium .

E vid ence that sodium  in e x ce ss  o f optim al 
con cen tration s contributes to the  
developm ent of hypertension is a  result of  
clin ical studies, epidem iologic studies, and  
anim al experim ents. C ases o f low  sodium  
intake found in pre-industrial societies h ave  
b een  asso cia ted  w ith n ot only a  relative  
ab sen ce  of hypertension, but w ith no age- 
related  in crease in blood pressure. EPA  
agrees th at sodium is not the sole  cau sal  
agen t in the developm ent of hypertension, 
an d  its role in contributing to hypertension  is 
con troversial. E vid en ce supports sodium  as  
one im portant fac to r in the developm ent of  
higher blood pressure in su scep tib le  
individuals. It is a lso  a  contributing fac to r in 
the exacerb atio n  o f m an y oth er conditions.

Thus, the evidence supports m onitoring to  
determ ine the sodium  con ten t of drinking 
w a te r for the purpose o f providing  
inform ation w hich can  be vital to the health  
o f the consum er. The S tatem en t of B asis  and  
Purpose h as b een  revised  to include  
additional inform ation in referen ce to the 
com m enters' con cern s. A dditional evidence  
p resen ted  by the N A S (1977) is sum m arized  
an d  evid en ce from  m ore recen t studies h ave  
b een incorporated  into the revised  Statem ent 
o f B asis an d  Purpose.

O ne com m enter suggested th at the 
minimum required sam pling frequency of  
three y ears should apply to system s using 
su rface a s  w ell a s  groundw ater sources; 
an oth er preferred one y e a r to 'ap ply  for both  
sou rce types..

E P A  b elieves surface w aters  a re  m ore  
likely to h ave higher variability  in sodium  
con cen tration s than  groundw aters an d  a  
higher m onitoring frequency is thus 
w arran ted .

O ne com m enter suggested basing the 
required m onitoring frequency on population, 
sim ilar to the m icrobiological (coliform ) 
m onitoring requirem ent.

Coliforms indicate potential pathogens in 
water, an acute health risk. The potential for 
contamination to a raw water tends to 
increase as population density increases.
High levels of sodium  in w ater is a  chronic  
rath er than  an  acu te  health  con cern . M any  
location s serving large populations w ill be 
ab le to provide rep resen tative sodium  
co n cen tration s w ith annual o r once every  
three y e a r sam pling frequencies depending  
upon the sou rce of w ater.

T w o com m enters thought that m ore than 18  
m onths should b e allow ed for implem enting  
the sodium  m onitoring requirem ents; 
h ow ev er, an oth er com m enter suggested th at 
sin ce no treatm en t m odifications w ould be  
n eeded  to m eet an  M CL, the effective d ate  for 
m eeting the requirem ents should be  
d ecreased  to tw o m onths following 
prom ulgation.

E P A  is strongly urging the S tates to adopt 
these requirem ents to minim ize the federal 
en forcem ent role in p rim acy  S tates. E PA

believes that 18  months should provide 
sufficient time for States to adopt these 
requirements and thus, the effective date of 
the regulations is 18 months following 
promulgation. All systems must complete the 
first round of sodium monitoring and 
reporting requirements within 12 months 
following the effective date.

S everal com m enters-exp ressed  a n eed  for 
specifying the sam pling point to p revent non­
rep resen tative d ata ; for exam p le, this could  
o ccu r a t  points p reced ed  b y  a  hom e softening  
unit.

EPA recognizes that representative 
samples are essential; thus, the sodium 
monitoring requirements state that 
representative samples of the distribution 
system should be taken. States are 
encouraged to work cooperatively with the 
public water systems in selecting 
representative sampling locations. The 
amendment has thus not been changed.

T w o com m enters thought th at E PA  
underestim ated  the co st im p act of the  
p roposed sodium  am endm ent on w ater  
suppliers. Th ey  ind icated  th at E P A  h ad  not 
included notification  co sts  an d  th at the single 
sam ple co st  of $ 5 / sam ple w a s  too low .

The d irect public notification  requirem ent 
h as b een deleted  an d  co sts  for notifying the  
appropriate health  ag en cies an d  officials 
should be negligible. T h e utility should not 
undergo an y  additional field sam pling co st  
sin ce sodium  can  be m onitored in 
conjunction w ith o th er inorganic ch em icals  
a s  required b y  the N IPDW R. R ecen t 
estim ates b y  com m ercial lab o ratories range  
from  $5 to $15 p er sodium  an aly sis  an d  the  
econ om ic an alysis h as  b een  revised  b ased  
upon $10  p er sam ple.

One commenter stated that the 
requirements regarding public notification 
and reporting of data to the State or EPA was 
unclear.

EPA believes that the amendment has been 
stated clearly and succinctly. Many 
commenters have not understood that States 
are not required to adopt the amendment.
This led to some confusion and criticism in 
the wording of the reporting requirements in 
the proposed amendment. Under the SDWA, 
States are only required to comply with an 
MCL or a treatment technique requirement, 
neither of which EPA believes to be currently 
appropriate for sodium.

O ne com m enter con sid ered  Section  
141.41(c) to be redundant to  S ection  141.41(b) 
regarding the notification  requirem ent to  E P A  
a n d /o r  the State.

S ection  141.41(b) requires the supplier to  
rep ort the results to E P A  a n d /o r  the S tate . 
S ection  141.41(c) requires the supplier to  
notify local and S ta te  public health  agencies  
o f the sodium  levels in w a te r and to sen d  a  
cop y of such n otice to E P A  o r the S tate . The  
purpose of S ection  (c) is to ensure that the  
local and S tate  public health  agen cies a re  
notified. The regulations provide that 
notification  o f die public health  officials b y  
the public w a te r sy stem  ca n  b e w aived  by the 
S tate  if the S tate  provides this notification.

O ne com m enter alleged th at the 
am endm ent does not com ply w ith Section  
1401 in the Safe Drinking W a te r  A ct for 
p rim ary drinking w a te r regulations w hich  
requires either an  M CL or treatm en t 
technique.

Th e am endm ent is n ot a  prim ary drinking 
w a te r regulation. Th e am endm ent is- 
authorized under S ectio n  1414(c) an d  1445 of  
the SD W A .

O ne com m enter ind icated  that if m ore than  
annual sam pling is required notification  
should n ot be M andatory until a  
rep resen tative av erag e  co n cen tration  is 
deterinined.

A  provision h as b een  ad ded  such th at an  
av erag e  valu e p er com pliance period  ca n  be  
rep orted  either to E P A  or to  the S tate .

O ne com m enter alleged th at the atom ic  
absorption  graphite fu rn ace technique is 
su bject to ap p reciab le erro r an d  n eeds to be  
further investigated.

Th e m ethod h as b een  carefully  evalu ated  
b y E P A  an d  h as been included a s  an  
approved m ethod w ith specific lim itations on  
the con cen tration  levels of sodium  to be 
an alyzed .

O ne com m enter questioned E P A ’s legal 
right to req u est m onitoring for sodium  
suggesting th at sufficient d a ta  a re  alread y  
availab le  from  health  agen cies to inform the  
public an d  th at m ore m onitoring is n ot 
n e ce ssa ry  to  ev alu ate  th e  health  risk.

T h ese m onitoring requirem ents a re  
intended to provide inform ation on sodium  
levels in drinking w a te r so th at physicians  
m ay  take this inform ation into consideration . 
M an y w a te r supplies a re  cu rrently  not 
m onitoring for sodium , n or h ave  they  
con du cted  m onitoring previously.

Non-Community W ater Supply System s

141.11 Maximum Contaminant Levels for  
Inorganic Chem icals— Nitrates

T w en ty  com m enters ind icated  various  
con cern s regarding the am endm ent to the  
non-com m unity nitrite M CL. T w o o f the 
com m enters exp ressed  their support for 
allow ing the non-com m unity n itrate  M CL o f  
10 m g/1 to be exceed ed  under certain  
circu m stan ces up to 20 mg/1. O n the oth er 
hand, tw o oth er com m en ter^felt th at this 
provision  w ould be unw ise sin ce there is no 
g u aran tee th at children under six  m onths of  
age w ould not be exp osed  to this w ater.

A s d iscu ssed  in the p ream ble, the  
conditions for exceed in g  the non-com m unity  
n itrate  M CL are  being established  in 
recognition  o f the fa c t th at certain  non­
com m unity system s, such  a s  industrial 
facilities, norm ally provide w a te r only for 
adult populations. Th e specific conditions  
w ere  established  to  provide a  m easu re of 
safety  th at w a te r  w ould n ot b e availab le  to  
infants. A s a  final safeguard , the m axim um  
level o f 20  m g/1 w a s set b ecau se  the 
occu rren ce  of m ethem oglobinem ia in infants  
in creases  rapidly a t n itrate  levels ab ove 20  
m g/1. Finally, u se o f this am endm ent is not 
au tom atic in th at S ta tes  a re  exp ected  to m ake  
case -b y -ca se  determ inations b ased  upon an  
evalu ation  of all pertinent fac to rs. Thus, the  
A g en cy  feels th at the am endm ent is 
appropriate an d  provides ad equ ate  
safeguards.

T w o  com m enters recom m en ded  th at the 
conditions for allow ing the n itrate  levels up 
to  20  m g/1 for non-com m unity w a te r  supply 
sy stem s to e x ce e d  10  m g/1 should be  
established  by the S ta tes rath er than  be  
m an d ated  b y EPA .
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This am endm ent w ill provide additional 
latitude to S ta tes in regard  to implem enting 
the n itrate  M CL for noncom m unity system s.
It is exp ected  th at S tates will ev alu ate  all 
appropriate facto rs for e ach  public w ater  
system  including the conditions se t forth in 
the regulations before m aking a  
determ ination. W h ile conditions h ave  been  
appropriately set by E PA  for im plem entation  
o f the n itrate M CL, S ta tes  ca n  establish  o th er 
conditions provided they a re  n ot less  
stringent than the conditions established  by  
EPA .

O ne o f the com m entera suggested th at the  
public n otice p osted  should include 
inform ation ab ou t the availab ility  of 
altern ative w a te r supplies w ith nitrate  levels  
b elow  10 mg/1.

The S D W A  d oes n ot provide for E PA  to  
require the inclusion o f inform ation regarding  
the availab ility  o f altern ative w a te r  supplies 
in a  public notice; h ow ever, the A gency  
recogn izes this a s  a  d esirable p ractice , and  
therefore, the S ta tes should en courage the  
w a te r suppliers to  include this kind o f  
inform ation in the n otices.

A noth er com m enter felt th at continuous 
posting o f the public n otice w a s  u n n ecessary .

B ecau se  o f the tran sien t n atu re o f the  
population using the w a te r  supply, only  
continuous posting o f the fa c t th at nitrate  
levels e x ce e d  10  m g/1 w ould assu re  th at 
w a te r is not consum ed by sensitive  
populations.

Tw o com m entera noted  th at the  
requirem ent to  notify local physicians is 
u n n ecessary . O ne reason ed  th at local 

-physicians w ould n ot see  the patients  
affected  by the n itrates w hile the oth er felt 
th at notification  o f local physician s w ould be  
burdensom e in large m etropolitan a reas . A n  
additional com m enter suggested th at the 
A gen cy  provide a  b etter definition for the 
term  “local physician .”

T h ese con cern s h ave  been carefully  
review ed  and it h as  been determ ined th at the 
m ost effective m ethod o f notifying physicians  
w ould be through the local and S tate  public 
health  agency. Thus, the am endm ent h as  
b een  ch anged  such  th at public w a te r system s  
m ust notify local and S ta te  public health  
authorities. L ocal health  authorities a re  
en couraged  to notify local p h ysician s since  
consum ption of w a te r  by infants w ith high 
co n cen tration s o f n itrates for a s  short a  
period a s  a  d ay  m ay  result in the o ccu rren ce  
o f m ethem oglobinem ia. This inform ation will 
facilitate  rapid  diagnosis an d  treatm en t for 
p atients in c a se  they a re  affected.

O ne com m enter recom m ended th at this 
am endm ent should also  apply to sm all 
com m unity w a te r  supply system s.

Th e A gency h as carefully  ev alu ated  the 
m erits of this recom m en dation  an d  in 
recognition  th at the risks of  
m ethem oglobinem ia predom inate in children  
under six  m onths of age, am endm ents to the  
existin g regulations will b e  proposed in a  
sep ara te  rulem aking th at w ould ex ten d  this 
am endm ent to com m unity w a te r  system s th at  
do not include children in this age group.

O ne com m enter felt th at n itrate  levels up to  
50  mg/1 should be allow ed  for non­
com m unity system s.

M ethem oglobinem ia h as b een  show n to  
o ccu r in populations consum ing w a te r having

n itrate  levels ranging b etw een  10  and 20  m g /
1. H ow ever, w ith levels o f n itrate  exceed in g  
20  m g/1, the inciden ce o f m ethem oglobinem ia  
rapidly in creases. In addition, recen t d a ta  h as  
suggested relationships b etw een  
gastrointestin al ca n ce r  an d  n itrates an d  thus, 
a  m axim um  level for n itrates is appropriate.

T en  o f the com m entfirs suggested th at the 
ab sen ce  of nitrite in the w a te r  a s  a  condition  
o f relaxing the n itrate  level should be  
deleted. O ne o f the reaso n s cited  w as th at the  
an aly tical test for nitrites is extrem ely  
sensitive and in m ost ca s e s  w here n itrates  
exceed ed  10  mg/1, nitrites w ould be  
m easurable; thus, this requirem ent could  
rarely , if ever, be m et b y  the non-com m unity  
w a te r system . O th er com m enters noted  an d  
suggested th at a  “rea listic” nitrite lim it be  
one mg/1. A n  altern ative suggested w as th at 
nitrites be lim ited to the d etection  limit of  
availab le  and approved an aly tical  
techniques; o th ers n oted  th at the A gen cy  h as  
n ot established  an  M CL for nitrite, and, 
therefore, in applying this condition, E P A  is 
essen tially  setting an  M CL w ithout dud 
p ro cess.

A s  pointed out b y  the com m enters, the  
n itrate  an aly tical m ethod is sensitive. N itrite  
in drinking w a te r  ca n  be determ ined b y  the  
colorim etric m ethod listed  a s  M ethod 354.1 in 
“M ethods for C hem ical A nalysis o f W a te r  
an d  W a ste s ,” EM SL, EPA , 1979, o r M ethod  
42 0  in "S tan d ard  M ethods for the 
E xam in ation  o f W a te r  an d  W a ste w a te r,” 14th  
Edition, A PH A , A W W A , W P C F, 1975. The  
sp ectroph otom etric version  o f this m ethod is 
cap ab le  of detecting nitrite co n cen tration s  
b elow  0.01 mg/1, w hile visual com p arison s  
m ay  be som ew h at less sensitive.

Th e health  effects o f nitrite is the sam e a s  
n itrate , ex ce p t th at the d irect ingestion of  
nitrite w ould h ave  a  m ore im m ediate an d  
d irect effect on the infant b ecau se  the  
b acteria l con version  Step in the stom ach  
w ould be elim inated. N itrite, h ow ever, rarely  
occu rs in drinking w a te r  a t  significant 
con cen tration s, sin ce it is usually oxid ized  to  
n itrate . W h en  it d oes occu r, it is usually the  
result o f gross con tam in ation  b y  sew age. In 
such  ca s e s  the w a te r w ould be u n accep tab le  
for use and w ould n ot m eet the coliform  
stan d ard . D eletion o f the nitrite requirem ent 
is appropriate b ecau se  of the safeguards  
w hich  the supplier m ust m eet before  
becom ing eligible to e x ce e d  the 10  mg/1. 
T h ese include th at only infants under 6  
m onths of age w ill not h ave  a c c e s s  to the 
w ater, continuous posting of the fa c t th at 
n itrate  levels e x ce e d  10  m g/1 an d  local 
p hysician s being so notified, an d  th at no 
ad verse  health  effects shall result. H ow ever, 
sin ce it is exp ected  th at S ta tes will mpke a  
judgm ent regarding applicability  of this 
am endm ent on a  case -b y -ca se  b asis b ased  
upon con sid eration s o f all relev an t factors, 
including the level of nitrites. In general, 
levels of n itrite should n ot e x ce e d  one m g/1.

Four of the com m enters recom m en ded  th at  
the statem en t “no ad verse  health  effect will 
result” a s  a  condition for allow ing the n itrate  
level for non-com m unity w a te r supply 
system s to e x ce e d  10 m g/1 be either defined  
o r deleted.

No ad verse  h ealth  effects w ould result if 
the w a te r system  is in com p lian ce w ith the  
oth er con ditions se t forth in this am endm ent.

Th e condition h as b een  retain ed  a s  the final 
safeguard  in th at it is left a s  general guidance  
a s  a  contingency if the o th er conditions are  
n ot m et.

141.21(c) M icrobiological Contaminant 
Sampling and A nalytical Requirements

T h e ag en cy  receiv ed  eight com m ents  
regarding m icrobiological con tam in ant 
sam pling and an aly tical requirem ents. Five  
com m enters supported this am endm ent. O f 
the three com m enters objecting, one felt that 
non-com m unity w a te r sy stem s should n ot be  
allow ed  to  red u ce coliform  m onitoring unless  
a  recen t (i.e. p ast y ear) coliform  sam pling  
ind icated  the system  to  be in com pliance  
w ith the N IPDW R. Th e oth er tw o com m enters  
opposed this am endm ent on the b asis  that 
‘the existin g quarterly sam pling requirem ent 
for non-com m unity system s alread y  provides  
only m inim al inform ation-about the 
m icrobiological quality of the w ater, thus, 
sam pling beyond quarterly intervals is not 
sufficient. O ne o f these com m enters  
suggested in creasing the frequency of the  
m icrobiological m onitoring for non­
com m unity w a te r  supply system s rath er than  
d ecreasin g  it.

Th e am endm ent allow s the S ta tes to  
e x e rc ise  their d iscretion  on a  case -b y -ca se  
b asis  to  red u ce o r in crease  the sam pling  
frequency for m icrobiological con tam in ants. 
Th e decision  o f the S ta te  w ould be b ased  
upon the e x isten ce  of h istorical d a ta  
regarding the b acterio logical quality o f w a te r  
an d  the results o f san itary  su rveys. Thus, the  
con cern s o f the com m enters w ill be taken  
into acco u n t b y the S tate  in evaluating each  
sy stem ’s requirem ents on a  case -b y -ca se  
b asis; therefore, n o  ch ange to  the am endm ent 
is n ecessary .

141.22 Turbidity Sampling and A nalytical 
Requirem ents

A  total of n ineteen  com m ents w ere  
receiv ed  regarding this am endm ent. F iv e  of 
the com m enters supported this am endm ent. 
T h ree additional com m enters en dorsed  the  
am endm ent; h ow ever, they felt th at the  
ad m inistrative requirem ents a sso cia te d  w ith  
the reduction  o f the turbidity m onitoring  
requirem ent w ould im pose an  additional 
burden to the S tate .

This am endm ent authorizes the S ta tes to  
u se their discretion  to  red u ce turbidity  
m onitoring for non-com m unity su rface w a te r  
supplies w here the S tate  determ ines th at no  
u nreason ab le h ealth  risk  exists . It is exp ected  
th a t S ta tes  w ould ev alu ate  all appropriate  
fac to rs  on a  ca se -b y -ca se  b asis  to determ ine  
the appropriate m onitoring frequency. This 
m ay  result in an  additional burden but in 
general the provision allow s latitude an d  will 
b e im plem ented a s  resou rces perm it.

T w o com m enters th at supported this 
am endm ent a lso  s ta ted  the following: one  
recom m en ded  the filtration o f all su rface  
w a te r sou rces, w hile the o th er n oted  th at 
red u ction  of the turbidity m onitoring  
frequency used  should b e contingent upon  
filtration and disinfection o f the w ater.

B ecau se  of the vulnerability  of su rface  
w a te rs  to con tam in ation  from  both  
m icrobiological an d  p articu late  m atter, the  
A gen cy  believes th at su rface w a te r  system s  
should rely  on the installation  an d  operation
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of appropriate w a te r treatm ent, including 
coagulation , sedim entation, n itration  and  
disinfection to p rotect the public health  from  
contam ination  o f drinking w a te r sources.

Although this am endm ent allow s latitude  
in the m onitoring frequency for turbidity  
specifically for non-com m unity w ater  
system s, reducing the monitoring frequency  
will only be perm itted w here disinfection is 
p racticed , and w here a  disinfectant residual 
is m aintained in the distribution system .

O ne com m enter supporting this am endm ent 
recom m ended the establishm ent of additional 
M CLs b ased  upon the m aterials making up 
turbidity, such a s  clay s  or colloids.

B ecau se  of the num erous sou rces of 
turbidity,, an aly tical proced ures determ ining  
each  individual type of m aterials contributing  
to the turbidity w ould be tedious and  

^expensive. E PA  feels the turbidity M CL  
ad equ ately  co v ers this con cern .

T w o com m enters d ealt w ith the in terstate  
C arrier W a te r  System s (IC W S). O ne of these  
com m enters o b jected  to the requirem ent for 
m easuring turbidity in IC W S, w hile the other 
felt that the language o f the am endm ent 
should be changed to allow  E PA  in addition  
to a  S tate  to red u ce turbidity m onitoring  
requirem ents for IC W S.

Regarding turbidity sam pling in IC W S, the  
A gency is currently exam ining policy and  
guidance in this m atter.

H ow ever, until a  resolution is reach ed , the 
regulations w ill continue to be applicable to 
them . In in stan ces w here the S tate  is n ot 
gran ted  prim acy, E PA  will exerc ise  authority  
to evalu ate turbidity m onitoring requirem ents 
for IC W S  w here appropriate.

F iv e  com m ents from  S tate  agencies  
exp ressed  their opposition to this 
am endm ent. Th ese com m enters felt th at the 
turbidity m onitoring requirem ents for non­
com m unity system s should n ot be reduced  
since both consum ers in com m unity and non­
com m unity are  sim ilarly susceptible to risks 
o f im properly treated  drinking w ater. It w as  
also  pointed out th at in addition to health  
con sid eration s, turbidity m onitoring is an  
im portant valu e in m onitoring treatm en t plant 
perform ance. O ther com m enters felt that 
turbidity m onitoring for non-com m unity  
system s should be as stringent a s  for 
com m unity system s due to poor w a te r  
sou rces, fluctuation in w ater quality and  
dem and and the likelihood o f less qualified  
supervision and m anagem ent.

This am endm ent applies only to system s  
that p ractice  disinfection and m aintain  an  
activ e  disinfectant residual. In addition, it is 
exp ected  th at S tates will ev alu ate  all oth er 
appropriate facto rs in making the 
determ ination. Thus, the A gency feels that 
ad equ ate safeguards to p ro tect the 
consum er’s health  h ave been provided. In 
in stan ces w here the S tate  determ ines that 
reduction  of the turbidity monitoring  
frequency w ould jeopardize the population a t  
risk due to poor w ater sou rces, fluctuation in 
w a te r quality or poor m anagem ent an d  w ater  
treatm en t perform ance, the S tate  h as the 
authority not to  reduce the turbidity  
m onitoring frequency; if it is found n ecessary  
the S tate  upon its discretion  m ay require the

water supplier to increase turbidity 
monitoring requirements.

The monitoring frequency determined by 
the State should reflect anticipated situations 
where turbidity may be elevated. In making 
this determination, States should perform a 
sanitary survey, as well as consider whether 
the area served by the public water system 
has a history of waterborne disease and 
whether the system and raw water source of 
the system is protected from significant 
microbiological contamination.

Tw o oth er com m enters recom m en ded  th at 
reduction  o f the turbidity monitoring  
frequency should be exten d ed  to sm all 
com m unity w a te r system s.

The A gen cy  feels th at extending the option  
o f red u ced  turbidity m onitoring for sm all 
surface com m unity supplies is not 
appropriate due to the n on-transient natu re of  
the population.
141.23 Inorganic Sampling and A nalytical 
Requirements

Two comments were received regarding 
the extension of the sampling date for nitrate. 
One of these commenters supported the 
extension of the sampling date by one year 
while the other felt that the additional time 
allotted is not sufficient to allow for the 
recruitment of personnel to comply with the 
amendment. This commenter recommended 
that the sampling date for nitrates be 
extended to June 1982.

The date has been extended to December
24,1980, which is an additional 'six months 
beyond the one year extension contained in 
the proposal. The Agency feels that an 18 
month extension provided for nitrate 
sampling is sufficient considering the total 
time made available between the 
promulgation of the NIPDWR in December 
1975 and the final date of December 1980. 
141.32 Public Notification

Seven comments were received regarding 
public notification for non-community water 
supply systems. One of the commenters 
supported the amendment without any 
reservations. Another commenter felt that 
non-community systems should not be 
required to post notices for variances and 
exemptions or of failures to meet variance 
and exemption schedules. The commenter 
noted that by granting a variance or ■ 
exemption, the regulatory agency has made a 
judgment that there is no unreasonable risk 
to health under the conditions that exist for 
that water supply, thus posting such notice 
would cause confusion rather than serve any 
useful purpose.

Section 1414(c) of the Safe Drinking Water 
Act (SDWA) requires that a public water 
supply system give notice to persons served 
by it if it is subject to an exemption or 
variance. Although the SDWA requires that 
such notice be given not less than once every 
3 months, the Agency feels that only by 
continuous notification would the transient 
users be informed about the existence of 
variances and exemptions.

Tw o com m enters suggested th at if a  non­
com m unity system  fails to m eet an  applicable

M CL, it should be closed , and until the 
problem  is co rrected  w a te r should be  
provided to the public from  an  altern ate  
sou rce.

A ny violation  of an  M CL cre a te s  som e risk  
to  the public h ealth . H ow ever, the SD W A  
authorizes the granting o f v arian ces  or 
exem ptions if there is no u nreasonab le risk to  
health . C losure o f a  w a te r  supply system  is 
required only in in stan ces w here the  
consum ption o f the w a te r  p oses an  im m inent 
danger to health. By law , no v arian ce  or 
exem ption  w ould be gran ted  to such a  w a te r  
supply system .

O ne com m enter recom m en ded  th at the  
p osted  n otice should include a  description  o f  
the availab ility  o f an  altern ate  sou rce of safe  
w ater.

There is no provision in the SD W A  to  
include in the public n otice  inform ation about 
the location  o f altern ate  w a te r supplies. 
H ow ever, such  inform ation m ay  be included  
a t the discretion  o f the S ta te  or the supplier. 
T h e A gen cy  en courages this p ractice  a s  w ell 
a s  the provision o f w a te r  from  an  altern ate  
w a te r sou rce to the public,.if feasible, until 
the deficiencies a re  co rrected  a t  the existing  
w a te r supply.

O ne o f the com m enters suggested that 
notification  o f the public should not be  
continuous but rath er lim ited to the period  
during w hich deficiencies in the w a te r quality  
exist.

The am endm ent lim its the duration of  
posting o f com p lian ce failures to the violation  
period by stating th at “. . . the supplier of 
the w a te r shall give notice by continuous 
p o s tin g . . .  a s  long a s  the failure . . . 
con tinu es.”

O ne com m enter opposed th at public 
notification  should be lim ited to  the duration  
o f the v arian ce  gran ted  to the non-com m unity  
w a te r supply.

The am endm ent a lso  includes a  
requirem ent for the continuous posting of 
violation s of the N IPD W R a s  long a s  they  
continue.

A pp end ix B — M easu rem ent o f C orrosivity  
R elated  P aram eters

Th e pH a t w hich a  w a te r is just satu rated  
w ith calcium  carb o n ate  is know n a s  the pH  
of saturation , o r pH ,. Th e Langelier saturation  
i n d e x 1 is defined a s  the actu al pH  minus pHs. 
A  negative in d ex in d icates a  tend ency  to  
dissolve calcium  carb o n ate  an d  a  positive  
in d ex in d icates a  tend ency  to  deposit calcium  
carb o n ate . This ind ex is n ot re lated  directly  
to corrosion , but deposition o f a  thin, 
coh eren t sca le  m ay  b e p rotective. Thus a  
slight positive ind ex is frequently asso cia ted  
w ith n on -corrosive conditions, w h ereas a  
n egative in d ex ind icates the possibility of 
corrosion .

T o calcu late  the saturation  index, it is 
n e ce ssa ry  to determ ine the m ethyl orange  
alkalinity, calcium  ion con cen tration , pH, 
tem perature, an d  total filtrable residue.

1. C alculation . The valu e o f pHg ca n  be 
calcu lated , w ith good precision , b y using the  
equilibrium exp ression s for the solution of 
calcium  carb o n ate  and the seco n d  hydrolysis  
o f carb o n ic acid:
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CaCOßCs)-* Ca~+  +  C032“  

Ks » (C a2+ ) ( C 0 32- )  

HCO3“  t ;  H+  +  CO32"

* 2 (HCO3- )

(1 )

( 2)

D iv id in g  E q u a tio n  l , b y  E q u a tio n  2 and r e a r r a n g in g  g i v e s :

(11+) -  T 2-  (C a2+ )(H C 0 3- ) (3 a )

o r

pHs » p (C a 2* )  +  p (H C 03” ) +  p (K 2/K s ) ( 3 b )

Values of conditional equilibrium constants 
may be obtained from the literature.2-5

Accounting for the effect of temperature 
and ionic strength on the equilibium 
constants, Larson 5 formulated the expression 
for the pH at calcium carbonate saturatiorf, 
pH,, as:

p H ,= A + B —log(C a ̂ ) —log(alkalinity) (4a)

where calcium ion concentration and 
alkalinity are expressed mg/1 as CaCOs. 
Values for the constants and logarithms in 
Equation 4a are given in Tables 203:1 through
III. This method of calculation is adequate for 
waters having a pH, of 9.3 or less. Above pH. 
9.3, the bicarbonate alkalinity must be used 
rather than total alkalinity. This can be 
determined with a nomograph such as that 
reported by Dye ®.

Table 203:1.—Constant A as Function o f 
W ater Temperature

Water temperature C A»

0 .... ...... 2.60
4 2.50
fi ........... 2.40
12 S,..Ä... ........... 2.30
16 ........... 2.20
20 ....... 2.10
25 ... ........... 2.00
30 .... 1.90
40 ... ........... 1.70
50 .... ...........  1.55
60 .... ...........  1.40
70 ... ............ 1.25
fio ...........  1.15

1 Calculated from K, as reported by Hamed and Scholes 7 
and K , as reported by Larson and Buswell.3 Values above 
40C involve extrapolation:

Table 203:11.— Constant B as Function o f 
Total Filtrable Residue

Total filtrable reside mg/l B

0 ... 9.70
100 .... ... 9.77
200.... ... 9.83
4 0 0 .... 9.86
800 9.89
1 OOO ... 9.90

Table 203:111.—Logarithms o f Calcium ion and 
Alkalinity Concentrations

Ca2f or alkalinity mg/l CaCO» Log

.......  1.00

.......  1.30
.......  1.48
.......  1.60
........ 1.70
........ 1.78
........ 1.84

1.90
........ 2.00
........ 2.30
........ 2.48
........ 2.60
........ 2.70
........ 2.78
........ 2.84
........ 2.90
........ 2.95

1,000........------------------------- --------- ----------- ........ 3.00

For example, for a water having a calcium 
ion concentration of 200 mg/1 as CaCOs, an 
alkalinity of 60 mg/f as CaCOs, a temperature 
of 16 C, and a total filtrable residue of 650 
mg/1, this equation is solved:

pH, = 2.20 +  9.88 -  2.30 -1 .78  = 8.00 (4b)

If the measured pH of this water is 9.0, the 
saturation index is 9.0—8.0 or 4-1.0, and the 
water is supersaturated with respect to 
calcium carbonate.

The pH, value of. 8.0 means that the water 
will neither dissolve nor precipitate calcium 
carbonate at that pH. While it does not 
indicate specifically anything about the 
corrosion of any metal in contact with the 
water, it is widely assumed that maintaining 
the water pH above the pH, will result in the 
deposition of a protective coating of calcium 
carbonate on distribution system piping. 
Frequently, this does not occur because of 
non-uniform deposition or sloughing of 
materials from pipe walls. The formation of 
protective calcium carbonate coatings may 
be inhibited further by the application of 
polyphosphates as sequestering agents to the 
finished water.

Additional aids for the calculation of the 
saturation index are available.8-19 
Particularly useful is the Caldwell-Lawrence 
diagram,13 which facilitates estimation of 
chemical dosages for softening as well as 
equilibrium conditions.

Th e pH of satu ration  w ith resp ect to  
calcium  carb o n ate  frequently h as  b een  
estim ated  exp erim en tally  by equilibrating  
chips of calcium  carb o n ate  w ith a  given  
w a te r (m arble test). This test suffers from  the  
fa c ts  that equilibrium m ay  n ot b e attain ed  
an d  the p artial p ressu re o f  carb o n  d ioxide in 
the atm osp here o ver the sam ple m ay  
influence the results ad versely .

A noth er useful m easure o f calcium  
carb o n ate  satu ration  is the driving force  
ind ex, or DFI, w hich  w as defined by  
M cC a u le y 14 as:
D F I = (C a 2f) X  (C O ,=) /K , X 1 0 10)

Both calcium and carbonate concentrations 
are expressed as mg/1 as CaCOs.

The DFI is easily  calcu lated  from  the 
satu ration  ind ex a s  follow s:
D F I = 1 0 (S,)

This valu e is n ot a  logarithm  but a  simple 
ra tio  of the existing ion product to th at w hich  
w ould ex ist a t equilibrium. A  valu e of 1 .0  
in d icates equilibrium, valu es ab ove 1.0  
in d icate  the possibility o f calcium  carb o n ate  
deposition and valu es b elow  1.0 ind icate  a  
tend ency  to. d issolve calcium  carb o n ate  and  
possible corrosion .
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